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Abstract
Since the early 2000s, federal, state, and local lawmakers and educators have
worked to combat the wait to fail mentality and support higher student grade level
academic achievements. Educators were tasked with finding teaching methods
that better served academically struggling students, some of whom had specified
learning disabilities. Federal laws created Response to Intervention instruction in
all grade levels, in which educators provided students additional instructional
support. During my study, I found little existing literature focused on Response to
Intervention instruction in high school grade levels. The purpose of this
qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified educators’ perceptions of
RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. I sent a questionnaire to 38 certified
educators in varying East Tennessee public high schools. After 13 educators
completed the questionnaire, I found participants did not have the same
experiences with RTI in their high schools or district. The results included
varying benefits of RTI instruction at the high school level, including positive
mindset, increased academic success, and increased academic supports. On the
contrary, the results yielded more themes of perceived barriers to RTI instruction
in high schools, including lack of guidance, lack of support, lack of resources,
student refusal, curriculum conflicts, and scheduling issues.
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Chapter I: Introduction
To combat the wait to fail mentality and support higher student grade-level
academic achievement, federal laws set forth by the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) (2002), Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) (2004), and
Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) (2016) caused education change. Educators
were tasked with changing their teaching methods to better serve academically
struggling students and students with specified learning disabilities (SLD) (ESSA,
2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002). These acts' federal laws and guidelines have
created the need for Response to Intervention (RTI) instruction at all grade levels.
Under RTI instruction, students received additional instructional support in
reading, math, or both, depending on the individual student’s needs, with the
instruction intensifying as an individual student moved through three tiers of
intervention (ESSA, 2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002; RTI Action Network, n.d.;
Tennessee Department of Education [TDOE], 2013; Zhang, 2007). The purpose
of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified educators’
perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools.
One concern surrounding RTI implementation was the confusion of who
was responsible for delivering RTI instruction, especially the intensive instruction
needed at Tier II and Tier III RTI levels. Bineham et al. (2014) and Isbell and
Szabo (2014) found most general education teachers were unsure of their RTI
instructional roles. Bean and Lillenstein (2012) declared educators needed to
understand literacy acquisition, instruction, and assessments. The TDOE (2013,
2016a, 2016b, 2018) declared all educators had a role in RTI implementation and

were expected to deliver instruction with fidelity according to their school and
district guidelines.
In this chapter, I provided the reader with an overview of the support of
certified educators as that problem related to RTI implementation and the purpose
of this study. Furthermore, I explained the conceptual framework focused on
supporting high school students through RTI and inclusion classroom settings.
Finally, I concluded this chapter by describing terms associated with the research
questions and provided the reader with an overview of the dissertation document.
Statement of the Problem
Literature suggested the benefits associated with good academic
performance were linked with better opportunities after high school (Hoffman
et al., 2013; Morin, 2020). Future endeavors associated with better academic
performance included college opportunities, military careers, or career fields
where a high school transcript was reviewed during the hiring process (Hoffman
et al., 2013; Morin, 2020). Morin (2020) noted students who performed well in
school had more enriched social lives and higher self-esteem. On the contrary,
Hoffman et al. (2013) stated students who performed poorly were more likely to
experience a negative school experience and were more likely to be labeled as
difficult students early on. Hoffman et al. linked poor academic performance with
a higher inclination for delinquent behavior.
At the time of this study, a portion of the nation’s high school student
population performed below grade level in reading and math (National Center of
Education Statistics, 2020a, 2020b). According to the NCES (2020a, 2020b),
nationally, 28% of grade 12 students performed below grade level in reading, and
2

38% performed below grade level in math in 2015. Data were not available for
the 2019 tested year, according to the NCES (2020a, 2020b):
Assessments have been administered every four years at grade 12 . . . The
most recent reading [and math] assessments were conducted in 2019 . . . ;
however, data for grade 12 in 2019 were not available in time for
publication, [and] data for grade 12 [came] from the 2015 assessment, the
most recent National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP)
assessment year with available data.
The Nation’s Report Card shared data from Tennessee grade 12 students in 2013,
which showed 44% of students performed below basic in math, while 30%
performed below basic in reading (NCES, 2013a, 2013b).
Based on research and data, researchers found a need for RTI instruction
across all grade levels to assist students with performing closer to appropriate
grade-level performance (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; TDOE, 2013). Fuchs, Fuchs, &
Compton (2010) explained, when students were not supported academically, high
school students with and without identified special needs deserved opportunities
to decrease their academic deficiencies, thus reaching the goal of eliminating
those obstacles in their adult lives. RTI instruction was evidence-based,
data-driven curriculum presented separately from core instruction (ESSA, 2016;
IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018). The TDOE (2013)
defined evidence-based intervention (EBI) as interventions with research results
to support the validity of the intervention and the success with students. The
TDOE (2013) noted EBI had evidence to prove the intervention program or
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strategy resulted, or will result, in academic achievement when implemented with
fidelity.
Researchers mentioned educators needed meaningful professional
development and continued training focused on the key components of RTI and
the best practices for Tier II and Tier III instruction (Arden et al., 2017; Bean
&Lillenstein, 2012; Fisher & Frey, 2013; King et al., 2012; Mahoney, 2020).
Researchers suggested student academic data should drive educator professional
development, allowing for continued opportunities to adjust the intervention
instruction delivery (Arden et al., 2017; Bean & Lillenstein, 2012; Fisher & Frey,
2013; IDEA, 2004). The reauthorization of IDEA (2004) emphasized the need for
high-quality training among educators and other educational personnel who work
directly with students. ESSA (2016) echoed the goals of IDEA (2004) for
continued educator training to keep up with changes to RTI instructional
practices.
Researchers focused on early intervention for students who struggled
academically, typically detected in elementary school (Jenkins et al., 2013;
TDOE, 2013, 2016a). Mahoney (2020) recognized the vast research
encompassing methods and best practice instruction for low-achieving elementary
students. Mahoney (2020) also acknowledged the lack of research for secondary
students who were also low-achieving or those with identified SLD.
While I found little literature focused on high school RTI, Fisher and Frey
(2013) did conduct a case study on a high school that implemented RTI. Fisher
and Frey (2013) remarked for RTI implementation to be successful in a high
school setting, and one contributing factor was educator professional development
4

and opportunities for educators to collaborate on instructional methods to ensure
better student academic achievement. Researchers touched on barriers that
hindered RTI implementation across various grade levels (Burns et al., n.d.;
Ehren, n.d.; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2010; Isbell & Szabo, 2014; Thomas
et al., 2020). Researchers discussed an obstacle for school administrators when
designing a master schedule; that schedule had to include a specific number of
minutes carved out of each day dedicated to RTI instruction (Bean & Lillenstein,
2012; Jenkins et al., 2013; Mellard et al., 2010; TDOE, 2013). The TDOE (2013,
2016a) acknowledged block scheduling found in high schools across the state
provided an opportunity to integrate RTI instruction into the school day. In the
TDOE’s (2016b) updated RTI implementation guidebook, the TDOE declared
RTI instruction was to be its own class with a dedicated class period.
The TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b) determined, while there was a need for
RTI instruction in a high school setting, state graduation requirements superseded
the need for RTI instruction. Nevertheless, the education department tasked
certified high school educators with delivering RTI instruction to students placed
in RTI. Isbell and Szabo (2015) found the Teacher Efficacy Beliefs and Behavior
Scale (TEBBS) measured how often teachers differentiated instruction and how
often they were provided professional development that effectively modeled
intervention instruction. Isbell and Szabo (2015) suggested administrators and
coaches use the TEBBS to determine educators’ perceptions of the effectiveness
of RTI implementation. Thomas et al. (2020) said a practical approach in the
determination of RTI instruction effectiveness was to request feedback from
educators. Thomas et al. (2020) explained the lack of research for effective RTI
5

instruction in high schools contributed to implementation inconsistencies.
Educators’ attitudes toward RTI instruction were a key component that produced
positive student academic achievement, yet their perceptions and concerns also
hindered RTI instruction (Bineham et al., 2014; Isbell & Szabo, 2014; McKinney
& Snead, 2017; Pyle et al., 2011; Thomas et al., 2020). Blackburn and Witzel
(2018) defined RTI as instruction that placed emphasis on “interventions [to] curb
a student’s lower performance” (pp. 3-4), whereas the state of Tennessee created
its own framework called Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2).
TDOE’s website posted the state’s definition of RTI2 under its About RTI2
section:
In Tennessee . . . Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI²) [was]
Tennessee’s academic three-tiered framework for teaching and learning
that beg[an] with high-quality, differentiated instruction throughout the
day and emphasize[d] intervening with students when they first start[ed] to
struggle to avoid prolonged academic difficulties. (TDOE, n.d., para. 1)
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools.
Research Questions
Through the following research questions, I aimed to examine educators’
perceptions of RTI2 at the high school level in Tennessee. I used these research
questions to guide this qualitative interpretive study to address the barriers and
benefits of RTI instruction at the high school level. The focus of this study
included the following research questions.

6

Research Question 1
What are certified educators’ perceptions about the benefits, if any, of
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East Tennessee public high
schools?
Research Question 2
What are certified educators’ perceptions about the barriers, if any, of
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East Tennessee public high
schools?
Conceptual Framework
Creswell and Creswell (2018) defined a theoretical framework as a lens
that shaped what researchers examined and the questions asked to conduct their
study. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) defined a theoretical framework as the frame
of a research study consisting of concepts that supported the researcher's stance
when conducting the study. Creswell and Creswell (2018) explained, in a
qualitative study, researchers used different terms in place of theories (e.g.,
patterns, theoretical lenses, conceptual frameworks) to describe broader
explanations considered within their research studies. For the purpose of this
study, I reviewed concepts for RTI instruction in high schools, inclusion practices,
and how to serve academically struggling high school students.
If schools adopted more targeted instructional strategies in general
education classrooms, educators would meet the needs of struggling students
more appropriately (Duffy, 2007; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Stecker, 2010; Ticha et al.,
2018). While academic progress focused on achievement, Finkelstein et al. (2021)
noted the importance within an inclusive classroom was a whole-child
7

perspective. In Finkelstein et al.’s (2021) scoping review study, the researchers
focused on articles published from 2000 to March 2017 that contained
observational data on inclusive practices in a preschool, primary school, and high
school classroom settings. The inclusive practices included behavioral aspects in
addition to academic achievement. Educators could not rely exclusively on any
one instructional support practice (Finkelstein et al., 2021). Finkelstein et al.
(2021) found “instructional support and social/emotional/emotional support were
deemed to be the most important theme of practice” (p. 750). Researchers
suggested educators should use flexible instructional approaches and a universal
design for learning framework (Al-Shammari et al., 2019; Blackburn & Witzel,
2018; Ehren, n.d.; Finkelstein et al., 2021). Finkelstein et al. (2021) noted their
review “promoted the importance of tailored-holistic goals” (p. 751) and
highlighted the notion that “inclusive teachers should have a broader
conceptualization of what is considered ‘achievement,’ which move[d] away from
historically exclusionary academic focus” (p. 752).
Educators were encouraged to examine their own teaching practices and
best practice strategies to meet student needs while differentiating instruction to
enhance student learning and boost academic achievement (Al-Shammari, 2019;
Ehren, n.d.; Finkelstein et al., 2021). Researchers noted the RTI frameworks were
not only developed around student academic needs but also student social and
behavioral needs (Al-Shammari et al., 2019; Burns et al., n.d.; Finkelstein et al.,
2021; Runge et al., 2016; Ticha et al., 2018). Burns et al. (n.d.) suggested
high-quality instruction was not enough to boost student achievement; rather,
educators should consider student engagement and social/emotional needs of the
8

whole child when implementing interventions. Educators meeting students’
learning needs provided a boost to struggling students to persist in their academic
efforts (Al-Shammari et al., 2019; Ehren, n.d.; Finkelstein et al., 2021).
Since IDEA (2004) identified RTI as the alternative to determining SLD
within students, school districts used two RTI approaches: standard treatment and
problem-solving protocol (All Kinds of Minds, 2008; Duffy, 2007; Epler, 2019;
Ticha et al., 2018). Duffy (2007) defined the standard treatment as a protocol that
followed the standard research-based protocol to deliver intervention instruction
in a series of steps: assess, identify problems, intervene, and assess. Duffy (2007)
then noted the problem-solving protocol was the preferred strategy “used for
years by a number of school districts” (p. 5) and declared the protocol also
followed the same series of steps as the standard treatment approach. The main
difference between the two RTI approaches noted by Duffy (2007) was the level
of individualized instruction and the depth of analysis before the selected
intervention, both associated with the problem-solving approach. Duffy (2007)
also addressed the confusion associated with each approach since both deal with
problem-solving; however, Duffy (2007) explained the design of the
problem-solving approach was to focus on “sub-skills with specific, targeted
interventions” (p. 5).
All Kinds of Minds (2008) declared there was no “set standard for how
RTI can be implemented” (p. 3), and instruction varied from different RTI
programs across the country. For the purpose of this study, I focused on RTI
instruction in the state of Tennessee. According to the TDOE (2013), Tennessee
uses the problem-solving approach to RTI. The TDOE (2013) stated the
9

problem-solving approach was “used to tailor an intervention to an individual
student with four stages known as PAIR: problem identification, analysis of the
problem, intervention planning, and response to intervention evaluated” (p. 112).
The TDOE (2013) further explained its RTI approach assisted students in moving
forward on a path to readiness. With this approach, Tennessee students ultimately
developed “knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to be a positive member of
society” (TDOE, 2013).
The Tennessee public education system was determined to prepare all
students for success after high school (TDOE 2013, 2016b). TDOE (2016b)
declared its RTI framework as the key component to those positive student
outcomes. Tennessee’s framework integrated state academic standards,
assessment, early intervention, and accountability for at-risk students (TDOE,
2016b). Tennessee’s education system was built “around a tiered intervention
model from general education to special education” (TDOE, 2016b, p. 7). The
RTI framework was a tiered support system with three intervention tiers, each
focused on targeted and individualized instruction in Tiers II and III and
culminated in educating every student (TDOE, 2016b). I took several frameworks
and wove the concepts together to make a conceptual framework meaningful to
this study. My conceptual framework examined Tennessee’s intervention
instructional practices, inclusion classrooms, and the whole child perspective (see
Figure 1).
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Figure 1
Conceptual Framework
Tennessee's Response
to Intervention and
Instruction

Tennessee's
Problem-solving
Approach

Conceptual
Framework

Inclusion
Classrooms

Whole Child
Perspective

Significance of the Study
At the time of this study, limited research focused solely on RTI
instruction in high schools, specifically in Tennessee high schools (Bineham
et al., 2014; Burns et al., n.d.; Duffy, 2007; Ehren, n.d.; Epler, 2019; Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Compton, 2010; Patterson, 2016; Thomas et al., 2020). Other
researchers focused on concerns surrounding who accepted the responsibility of
ensuring the RTI instruction was implemented (All Kinds of Minds, 2008;
Al Otaiba et al., 2019; McKinney & Snead, 2017; Patterson, 2016; Thomas et al.,
2020). Furthermore, the existing research targeted early intervention and
identification for students struggling academically in elementary schools
(Al Otaiba et al., 2019; ESSA, 2016; Hendricks & Fuchs, 2020; IDEA, 2004;
Jenkins et al., 2013; Mahoney, 2020; McKinney & Snead, 2017; NCLB, 2002).
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The TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b) acknowledged the need for RTI in high
schools and mandated all K-12 schools statewide to adopt an RTI curriculum by
2016. On the other hand, in each TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018) RTI manual
and implementation guide, the education department failed to explain how to
incorporate RTI instruction into the high school setting successfully. The
department also failed to explain which certified educators would be responsible
for delivering the instruction. Instead, the TDOE (2013, 2016a) declared any
certified educator could deliver RTI instruction. This study addressed the gaps in
literature relating to high school educators who implemented RTI instruction, the
needed professional development, and opportunities for educator support when
implementing RTI instruction.
NCLB (2002), IDEA (2004), and ESSA (2016) acknowledged the need for
RTI across all grade levels and declared high-quality educators would deliver
instruction. Additionally, federal and state guidelines failed to explain what
constituted a high-quality educator delivering high-quality RTI instruction to
struggling students, particularly in high schools. Fuchs, Fuchs, and Compton
(2010) echoed the lack of research focused on high school students and argued
existing literature detailed questionable assumptions about RTI. Existing literature
supported “the nature of effective intervention [was] the same across [all] grades”
(Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2010, p. 25). Fuchs, Fuchs, and Compton (2010) said
the mission of high school RTI should ensure educators viewed RTI as a way to
reduce or eliminate existing student academic deficits.
Patterson (2016) conducted a quantitative research study of middle school
teachers and administrators to determine educators’ perceptions of RTI processes
12

and practices in Rutherford County, Tennessee, middle schools. Patterson (2016)
declared “RTI implementation was a struggle” (p. 4) in Rutherford County middle
schools, and there was a “need to determine if the intended implementation of
RTI2 [was] effective” (p. 4). Patterson found Rutherford County middle school
educators felt incapable of making data-based decisions to tailor student RTI
instruction and felt administrators were responsible for offering necessary
professional development opportunities to classroom educators. Patterson (2016)
declared professional development was the key to successful RTI instruction; yet
“training materials [were] continually adapt[ed] as RTI and Tennessee’s RTI2
evolve[d]” (p. 81). Gardenhour (2016) and Patterson (2016) stated further
research was needed to determine the effectiveness of RTI based on educators’
perceptions, especially at the secondary level. Gardenhour (2016) also noted
limited research existed on the effectiveness of RTI programs in secondary grade
levels. Patterson (2016) stated qualitative research studies were needed to observe
how educators implemented RTI and the RTI instructional techniques educators
used in the classrooms.
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. I sought to
add to the research base of successful RTI instruction in East Tennessee high
schools and support the need for more meaningful educator professional
development regarding RTI implementation and instruction. Arden et al. (2017)
acknowledged most professional development available to educators was a
one-day training that exposed the educators to a specific RTI product purchased
by the school district. Fisher and Frey (2013) declared opportunities for
13

meaningful professional development were crucial for high school RTI to work
with fidelity and improve student academic performance.
Description of the Terms
The purpose of the description of terms was to aid the reader in better
understanding and add clarity of the terminology utilized in this study. Creswell
and Creswell (2018) suggested readers needed identification of terms to
understand a research project. I provided the following terms to clarify possible
misconceptions in this study.
Barriers
Webster’s New World Dictionaries (2002a) defined a barrier as “an
obstruction . . . [Or] anything that blocks or hinders” (p. 49). For the purpose of
this study, I used this reference when I examined educators’ perceptions of the
barriers of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools.
Benefits
I used the first entry from Webster’s New World Dictionaries (2002b) to
define a benefit as “anything contributing to improvement; advantage” (p. 57).
For the purpose of this study, I used this reference when I examined educators’
perceptions of the benefits of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools.
Certified
Webster’s New World Dictionaries (2002c) defined certify as “to issue a
certificate or license to” (p. 99). I used this definition when I referenced certified
educators because a certified educator was a licensed, professional teacher as
opposed to a non-certified teacher’s assistant or support staff.
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Educators
I used both entries from Merriam-Webster (n.d.) to define an educator as
“one skilled in teaching; teacher; an administrator in education.” For the purpose
of this study, I used certified educators who taught in the general education
classroom, in special education, held a building-level or district-level
administrative position, or were guidance counselors.
High School
Webster’s New World Dictionaries (2002d) defined high school as “a
secondary school that include[d] grades 10, 11, 12, and sometimes 9” (p. 300).
Response to Intervention
According to the TDOE (2013), school districts used RTI to determine
whether a child had a specific learning disability (SLD) in basic reading skills,
reading comprehension, reading fluency, mathematics calculation, mathematics
problem solving, or written expression. Tennessee created its framework known
as RTI2: Response to Instruction and Intervention, defined as an academic
three-tiered framework for teaching and learning with high-quality, differentiated
instruction and emphasized early intervention to avoid prolonged academic
struggles (TDOE, 2013).
Organization of the Study
I organized this study into five chapters. Chapter I included a brief
background of RTI, a statement of the problem of the RTI instruction in high
schools, the conceptual framework of RTI intervention instructional strategies
used as a basis for this research, and the significance of this study in East
Tennessee high schools. In Chapter I, I also included research questions and
15

definitions of terms related to RTI for additional clarification. Chapter II consisted
of a comprehensive literature review related to the study and the research
questions. I included literature reviews of the legislation leading to RTI,
Tennessee’s RTI implementation and guidelines, and educators’ professional
learning (PL) concerning RTI instructional responsibilities. In Chapter III, I
discussed the qualitative interpretive research approach of the study, the snowball
sampling method used to collect the data, and the coding used to analyze the data.
After completing the study, in Chapter IV, I reported this study's findings and data
analysis. Finally, in Chapter V, I provided the study conclusions, implications,
and recommendations for possible further research.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
Since the implementation of RTI in K-12 schools across the nation,
federal, state, and local education departments adjusted academic standards and
instruction to include a more focused curriculum to raise student achievement
(ESSA, 2016; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018). RTI was also used to identify
SLD of students before a referral for special education (SPED) services (ESSA,
2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018). While the
focus of this study was on high school RTI2 and educators’ perceptions, I found it
difficult to locate literature that dealt solely with high school interventions for
students with SPED services. The majority of existing research was on elementary
and middle schools. The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to
examine certified educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high
schools.
My goal for this literature review was to summarize the history of the
NCLB, IDEA, ESSA, and the RTI initiative. In this literature review, I also
presented research that focused on various aspects of RTI instruction (e.g.,
implementation in Tennessee, educators’ perceptions of the instructional
responsibility, school administrators’ support of RTI educators). I included the
fundamental breakdown of each aspect within the RTI framework and how each
tier operated within that framework. I focused the literature review on expected
professional development for RTI instruction and necessary educator preparations
to raise student academic achievement.
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Legislation Leading to Response to Intervention
In 2002, U.S. President George W. Bush and the U.S. Congress signed No
Child Left Behind (NCLB). Under this Act, the federal government mandated
every child have access to a “fair and equal opportunity to obtain a high-quality
education” (NCLB, 2002, p. 15), resulting in students reaching proficiency
standards on an individual state’s academic standards and assessments. The data
submitted to the U.S. Department of Education revealed the NCLB attained its
primary purpose when the gap between high- and low-performing students began
to close (NCLB, 2002). In addition, the federal government held schools, districts,
and state agencies accountable for improving the achievement and identifying
low-performing schools that did not provide a high-quality education (ESSA,
2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002). Within the identified low-performing schools,
educators offered alternatives to enable students to receive high-quality education
(NCLB, 2002). Under NCLB (2002), the federal government, along with
individual states, identified low-performing schools, which resulted in the schools
receiving federal funding and resources to assist in improving student
achievement.
After the implementation of NCLB, Congress reauthorized the IDEA
(2004) to benefit all children and ensured they received appropriate SPED and
other educational services. Congress declared in IDEA (2004):
The educational needs of millions of children with disabilities were not
being fully met because (A) the children did not receive appropriate
educational services; (B) the children were excluded entirely from the
public school system and from being educated with their peers;
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(C) undiagnosed disabilities prevented children from having a successful
educational experience; or (D) a lack of adequate resources within the
public school system forced families to find services outside the public
school system. (p. 3)
Federal lawmakers noted in IDEA (2004) that federal funding associated with
IDEA could be used to provide professional development for certified educators
and support staff, which should include high-quality training to aid in recognizing
and improving the academic achievement of students with disabilities. In IDEA
(2004), federal lawmakers explained professional development should “enable
such personnel to deliver scientifically-based academic instruction and behavioral
interventions, including scientifically based literacy instruction and . . . instruction
on . . . adaptive and instructional software” (p. 53).
Subsequently, U.S. President Barack Obama and the U.S. Congress signed
the ESSA (2016). Under ESSA (2016), legislators applied changes to further
address education laws established in NCLB and IDEA. First, the federal
government used ESSA to allocate Title I money, which was meant for state
testing and student academic intervention programs (ESSA, 2016). According to
the Tennessee Alliance for Children and Families (2014), Title I money was used
for the following:
Used to provide supplemental support so that schools will make Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) in core subjects, graduation rates for high schools,
and attendance for grades K-8. The emphasis is on reading, language arts,
and math. Title I will also pay for supplemental professional development
training and research based activities. (p. 1)
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The money was intended to offset the cost of additional student services. The
services included student activities from testing and courses, which provided
opportunities for postsecondary instruction and training. Additional services also
included peer tutoring and RTI instruction for students who were identified as
academically low performing students (ESSA, 2016). Next, under ESSA (2016),
state and local education districts developed and implemented school vision plans
to improve student academic outcomes, including using EBI programs and
materials. Moreover, the assessment system established under ESSA (2016) was
meant to be used as a tool to aid educators in providing instructional supports and
interventions for struggling students with the intent to improve student academic
performance.
Since the government implemented NCLB, followed by the
implementation of IDEA and ESSA, NCLB (2002), IDEA (2004), and ESSA
(2016) highlighted the need for professional development training for all
educational personnel who work with students, some of whom may have specified
learning disabilities (SLD). Professional development, as suggested by federal
lawmakers through the acts NCLB (2002), IDEA (2004), and ESSA (2016),
assisted educational personnel in the ability to identify and assess students’
potential SLD or deficits, resulting in a SPED referral for services.
According to Martin (n.d.), Congress
acted on the increasing number of students in special education, and the
related suspicion that many students . . . classified as having a specific
learning disability (SLD) might have avoided . . . special education if
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instructional support and interventions [were] provided . . . [earlier].
(para. 5)
Martin (n.d.) explained public schools focused on providing students with quality
regular education interventions prior to referring struggling students for a SPED
evaluation. Martin (n.d.) noted local school districts tasked educators with
providing documentation that proved educators implemented interventions prior
to referring a student for SPED evaluation. Schools that invested time and
resources on RTI programs ideally used the programs’ data-based approach to
examine the programs’ effectiveness both school- and district-wide (Martin, n.d.).
RTI was not intended as a replacement for the discrepancy-based wait-to-fail
SLD model; rather its results were meant to show attempted student growth prior
to the SPED referral (Martin, n.d.).
Response to Intervention
With changing legislation, the federal government created an RTI program
that focused on EBI strategies taught in a multi-tiered intervention system (ESSA,
2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002). Congress defined a multi-tiered support system
(MTSS) in ESSA (2016) as a comprehensive program containing evidence-based
practices to support a rapid response to students’ learning needs. MTSS was
sometimes used interchangeably with RTI because both involved a tiered support
system. Blackburn and Witzel (2018) explained the use of RTI and MTSS
synonymously occurred due to both interventions “focused on students’ areas of
need, often called deficit areas” (p. 4). Blackburn and Witzel (2018) also noted
the differences between RTI and MTSS:
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Whereas RTI work[ed] to raise the achievement of the lowest performers
through research-supported interventions, MTSS [was] designed to
improve the education system as a whole. MTSS [were] generally aimed
at different approaches designed to help students in different academic and
behavioral situations. (p. 4)
MTSS involved regular observations of the tiered instruction to drive
decision-making regarding student placement, student progress, and the
evidence-based instructional program used (ESSA, 2016). According to Zhang
(2007), RTI was individualized, comprehensive interventions and assessments
that focused on a problem-solving model to address, and sometimes identify,
learning difficulties. RTI was also used to identify and address behavioral
disabilities (Zhang, 2007). Finkelstein et al. (2021) noted successful intervention
and inclusion classroom settings included a teacher competent in instructional
practices, organizational practices, social/emotional/behavioral practices,
determining progress, collaboration, and teamwork. Finkelstein et al. (2021)
stated the following:
Overcoming exclusionary barriers appear[ed] to be an important focus for
teachers to foster a sense of belonging and in creating a welcoming
environment. These features of the classroom cannot be realized without
accounting for exclusion and the social/emotional/behavioral processes of
a student. (p. 754)
Since IDEA changed the use of IQ-achievement formulas to identify SLDs, the
federal government viewed RTI as the acceptable alternative.
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RTI focused on high-quality instruction on three levels referred to as tiers.
For example, Zhang (2007) described each tier within the RTI framework,
beginning with Tier I and moving to Tier III (see Figure 2).
Figure 2

intensive interventions
targeted at students not
progressing at a rate
comparble with
gradelevel and
educational setting

Tier III

highquality,
researchbased
instruction
delivered to all
students in a
general education
setting

Tier II

Tier I

RTI Tiers of Intervention
intensive
interventions
targeted at
students with low
achievement and
insufficient
response to Tier I
and II instruction.
Referral for
special education
services
considered.

Source. (Zhang, 2007, p. 105).

Educators were responsible for RTI instruction in the general education
classrooms, while students in SPED were serviced by a specially qualified SPED
teacher. Eligibilities for SPED included performance gaps using benchmarks and
high-stakes testing, low rates of learning compared to peers, documented impacts
on learning (e.g., health concerns, adverse home-life circumstances), and
documented needs for individualized instruction (e.g., the rate of response to an
RTI program that was individualized and consistently implemented) (Zhang,
2007).
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Under ESSA, which was the reauthorization of IDEA, lawmakers
mandated educators to use RTI to identify students with SLDs rather than only the
IQ-achievement discrepancy (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). To explain the features of
RTI and its validity, Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) noted students’ performance on the
previous academic year’s high-stakes tests, and an identified benchmark score
would designate risk and flag the students who fell within this group. Once
educators identified the at-risk students, educators within the school and district
consistently monitored the students’ responses to provided interventions for
progress and improvements. The TDOE (2013) defined benchmarks as
assessment goals that indicated the grade-level expectations for students during a
specified grade level at a specific timeframe; TDOE (2013) also identified a
benchmark as a short-term or long-term assessment goal. In Tennessee, educators
used district-created benchmark assessments, administered in the fall, winter, and
spring, to gather data on student progress and grade-level academic achievement
(TDOE, 2013).
Researchers explained RTI assessment was progress monitoring, in which
a form of dynamic assessments’ metric showed the student’s rate of improvement
(Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). Educators used progress monitoring two ways: as a
formative assessment from which educators used the data to determine if there
was a need for change in their curricula, materials, or instruction; and for the
diagnostic information to support educators when making classification and
program placement decisions (e.g., moving a student from Tier I general
instruction to Tier II small group intervention and instruction) (Fuchs & Fuchs,
2006). Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) published an article and explained the “important
24

features of RTI, why it [was] promoted as a substituted for IQ-achievement
discrepancy, and what remain[ed] to be understood before it [was] seen as a valid
means of [S]LD identification” (p. 93).
Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) determined policymakers behind RTI were
involved in, and responsible for, the Reading First initiative, which was part of the
original NCLB. The Reading First initiative of NCLB “require[d] schools to use
scientific knowledge to guide the selection of core curricula and to use valid
screening measures and progress monitoring to identify students in need of more
intensive instruction” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006, p. 94). Fuchs and Fuchs (2006)
explained RTI had two purposes: to provide struggling students with early and
practical instruction and to provide a valid means of assessing learner needs.
Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) noted the “principal means of demonstrating the validity
of intervention-as-test [was] by using evidence-based
interventions…implemented with fidelity” (p. 95). Within the article, Fuchs and
Fuchs (2006) noted the change from the IQ-achievement discrepancy to RTI was
a means to identify students with SLD, to cut costs, and to lower SPED
enrollment.
Researchers viewed RTI as a means to reallocate resources (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2006). Also, with the federal government pushing school districts to use
RTI, Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) found schools had a more accurate way to identify
students who had SLD because RTI “encourages appropriate use of
evidence-based instruction across tiers” (p. 96). Fuchs and Fuchs (2006) saw
promise in the success of the multilayered structure of RTI and in how RTI could
be implemented in early grades to reinforce the intensity and effectiveness of
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instruction for at-risk students, “preventing chronic school failure that corrodes
children’s spirit and diminishes all of us who work on behalf of the public
schools” (p. 98).
According to Fuchs, Fuchs, and Stecker (2010), the RTI policy
implemented with changing legislation from NCLB and IDEA generated multiple
interpretations but failed to present a credible plan that served to educate special
needs students. The researchers completed their exploratory study to decipher the
multiple interpretations of RTI under the federal policies, helping educators and
policy makers think about the goals associated with RTI instruction and
suggesting a different, yet essential role for SPED under RTI. Fuchs, Fuchs, and
Stecker (2010) explained under IDEA, effective RTI instruction led to meaningful
identification of low achieving students because the students’ progress was
accelerated, thus eliminating the students from SPED consideration. The
researchers said during the RTI instruction, an approved scripted or
partially-scripted program was used for RTI Tier II or Tier III instruction, thus
requiring specialized training of the educators delivering the instruction. Fuchs,
Fuchs, and Stecker (2010) agreed NCLB and IDEA supported a preventative
intent behind RTI instruction, and both advocated for the early identification of
struggling students.
TDOE added to the historical background knowledge of RTI in its RTI2
implementation guides and manuals (2013; 2016a; 2016b; 2018). Blackburn and
Witzel (2018) defined RTI as instruction that placed emphasis on “interventions
[to] curb a student’s lower performance” (pp. 3-4), whereas the state of Tennessee
created its own framework called Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2).
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TDOE’s website posted the state’s definition of RTI2 under its About RTI2
section:
In Tennessee . . . Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI²) [was]
Tennessee’s academic three-tiered framework for teaching and learning
that beg[an] with high-quality, differentiated instruction throughout the
day and emphasize[d] intervening with students when they first start[ed] to
struggle to avoid prolonged academic difficulties. (TDOE, n.d., para. 1)
TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018) explained the primary available option
for students struggling academically in the general education setting was a general
educator’s referral for a SPED evaluation for the possibility of a need for SPED
services. The TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018) said under IDEA, school
districts did not wait for a student to academically fail before providing
intervention services or SPED placement. Rather than waiting for students to fail,
schools should have “employ[ed] a problem-solving model to identify and
remediate areas of academic concern” (TDOE, 2016b, p. 7). According to the
TDOE (2013), differentiated instruction (i.e., academic instruction that met the
students' individual learning needs) included teaching methods that provided
opportunities for students to learn skills effectively, regardless of progress and
interests.
The TDOE (2016b) explained Tennessee’s RTI2 framework promoted any
recommended educational practices that connected general and SPED through
high-quality and scientifically research-based intervention instructional programs
and materials. The TDOE (2016b) listed several requirements for RTI
implementation with fidelity (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3
TDOE RTI Implementation Requirements for Fidelity

Source. TDOE (2016b).

Local education districts reviewed and adjusted instruction to meet the learning
needs of students, but each district ensured the listed requirements were being
followed with fidelity (TDOE, 2016b).
Instruction of Response to Intervention
Upon review, I found few studies where researchers examined the RTI
framework at the high school level. Many of the studies on RTI and its instruction
focused on early education and elementary schools; some cited the reason
primarily due to scheduling conflicts in high school (Ehren, n.d.; Fisher & Frey,
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2013; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton, 2010; Isbell & Szabo, 2014; Mellard et al.,
2010; Thomas et al., 2020). Researchers found states managed the RTI framework
through a MTSS (Arden et al., 2017; Berkeley et al., 2020; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2017;
Mahoney, 2020; Savitz et al., 2018). The MTSS framework broke RTI into three
familiar tiers: Tier I—high-quality classroom instruction, Tier II—targeted
interventions, and Tier III—intensive interventions and comprehensive
evaluation, according to the National Center for Learning Disabilities’ RTI Action
Network (n.d.).
Fisher and Frey (2013) found RTI instruction could be implemented in a
high school setting:
Given that there are very few examples of implementation of RTI at the
high school level, we used a qualitative methodology to document the
implementation efforts and outcomes in one building through a case study
approach. (p. 100)
In this case study, the Fisher and Frey (2013) documented RTI instructional
efforts as a response to the growing need to improve student achievement and to
meet diverse student needs within an urban high school in the southwestern
United States. Fisher and Frey (2013) noted a formal RTI system was not in place
at the high school used in the case study. The researchers noted students with
disabilities were placed in inclusion classroom settings, and teachers were
familiar with supporting learning for all students—not only students will SLDs
(Fisher & Frey, 2013). Fisher and Frey (2013) used student academic
performance data and teacher input during field observations and interviews.
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Over the course of the study, Fisher and Frey (2013) used the school’s
motto, “It’s never too late to learn” (p. 103), to introduce the three-tiered RTI
framework. Rather than having a set class for RTI instruction, Fisher and Frey’s
(2013) participant school implemented instructional office hours and after-school
tutoring to provide supplemental and intensive interventions. Fisher and Frey
(2013) “did not have a predetermined model of RTI to be implemented” (p. 101);
however, they engaged in discussions regarding the overall school operations and
how available resources could be aligned to aid in improving student
achievements. Fisher and Frey (2013) also found professional development was
crucial to ensure the implementation of RTI at the high school level was
successful. Epler (2019) agreed educator roles needed to change and more
professional development needed to be conducted. Fisher and Frey (2013) and
Epler (2019) declared changing roles and more meaningful professional
development were needed for RTI to become successful at the high school level.
Duffy (2007) and Epler (2019) echoed Fisher and Frey and noted high
school environments posed a challenge when deploying RTI for reasons that
ranged from logistical and administrative conundrums to a lack of known
information about best practices and how RTI assisted students in reaching their
“learning potential at the secondary level” (Epler, 2019, p. 2). Epler (2019) and
Porter (2019) also noted high schools were more complex when determining the
best way to implement RTI due largely to students seeing numerous instructors
throughout the school day, which spoke to a possible reason for RTI being more
beneficial in elementary schools. Epler (2019) elaborated on the idea:
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Elementary student[s] lagging behind [had] numerous years to reach
proficiency, academically and behaviorally. [Whereas] at the high school
level, there [was] a maximum of a four-year span to ensure a student [was]
on the same academic level as his or her peers. (p. 3)
Duffy (2007) explained high school students with an undiagnosed learning
disability did not have much time to respond to interventions designed with the
intent to help them reach their peers academically.
Mahoney (2020) declared most literature and research provided other
researchers with numerous RTI and differentiated instruction examples at the
elementary level. According to Mahoney (2020), “Secondary educators who
instruct[ed] multiple class periods each day [were] still learning how to adopt
inclusive models of education” (p. 2). Mahoney (2020) noted NCLB was
responsible for the policy that mandated all educational practices must meet
high-quality standards. The researcher also noted, for RTI instruction at the
secondary level, coaching needed to occur with multiple educators who were
responsible for a single student (Mahoney, 2020). This notion was similar to that
of Fisher and Frey (2013) who found changes in teaching and learning stemmed
from the school’s focus on developing a cohesive intervention system rather than
suggesting individual educators do their best on their own to boost student
learning gains. In addition, Mahoney (2020) said, with MTSS models of
inclusion, coaches were typically SPED teachers, instructional specialists, school
psychologists, or school counselors who were familiar with evidence-based
practices (EBP) classroom instruction. Mahoney (2020) also noted EBP variations
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were crucial when working with multiple educators responsible for one student to
address context differences in various classrooms.
When examining state guidelines, Berkeley et al. (2020) stated it was
important for stakeholders to understand each state’s stance and interpretation of
RTI after the reauthorization of IDEA in 2004 to examine the broad range of RTI
instructional strategies. Researchers examined all 50 states’ departments of
education websites to determine what information was available to stakeholders
(Berkeley et al., 2020; Savitz et al., 2018). Berkeley et al. (2020) found states
were split on offering MTSS and RTI models after a decade. In addition,
researchers found RTI instruction varied by state (Berkeley et al., 2020).
In 2018, Savitz et al. analyzed the “RTI information provided on the
websites of all 50 State Departments of Education” (p. 243) and sought to provide
“an updated account of RTI information that [state departments of education] are
disseminating on their websites” (p. 244). Savitz et al. (2018) found states’
departments of education had little consistency in RTI instruction, as most states
made their adaptations of the federal guidelines based on their students’ needs,
demographics, and resources available. The researchers declared their analysis
provided “a much-needed justification for reestablishing the RTI policy and
implementing it appropriately” (Savitz et al., 2018, p. 244).
Savitz et al. (2018) found the requirements and recommendations lacked
specificity. The researchers concluded “schools [were] left to interpret the RTI
policy on their own” (Savitz et al., 2018, p. 248). RTI instruction at the local level
was hindered by vague guidelines provided by the state (Berkeley et al., 2020;
Savitz et al., 2018). Savitz et al. (2018) found 28 states required differentiated
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instruction within RTI intervention instruction; however, Berkley et al. (2020) and
Savitz et al. (2018) noted these states provided little direction regarding what
qualified as differentiated instruction. Savitz et al. (2018) found six additional
state websites from older studies that failed to address recommendations or
requirements for RTI duration. In addition, Savitz et al. (2018) found a wide array
of states that provided school personnel recommendations for intervention
instructions (at all tiers), which “indicate[d] that almost anyone [found]
themselves qualified to provide RTI instructional support somewhere in the
nation” (p. 248).
Like many researchers, Jenkins et al. (2013) used elementary schools
across the United States to answer surveys and complete interviews regarding the
RTI instruction for reading. Jenkins et al. (2013) collected data during the
September 2009 Innovations Conference in Salt Lake City, where educators from
state and regional education agencies across the country attended the conference
for professional development on RTI practices. Jenkins et al. (2013) focused their
study around the following RTI concepts: Tier I differentiated instruction,
screening, and benchmarking; Tier II intervention locations; Tier II and III group
sizes; Tier II and III intervention time frames; and RTI instruction for SPED
students with individualized educational programs in reading. Jenkins et al.
(2013) found, of the 62 surveyed participants, most elementary schools adopted a
commercial reading program, and educators provided some differentiated Tier I
intervention. Schools benchmarked their students triennially and used some form
of curriculum-based measurement, which echoed the basis for Tennessee’s RTI
implementation guidelines (Jenkins et al., 2013; TDOE, 2013). Tier II
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intervention occurred outside of the Tier I instruction and had the typical ratio
(i.e., 1:3 and 1:5) for educators to students in the reading intervention groups
(Jenkins et al., 2013; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2018). Jenkins et al. (2013) found
schools reported Tier III reading groups consisted of four or fewer students.
The number of minutes and days per week of RTI instruction varied,
depending on the tier level and the individual school’s daily schedule (Jenkins
et al., 2013; Mellard et al., 2010; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2018). Jenkins et al. (2013)
noted schools reported Tier II reading intervention ranged 15-50 minutes per day.
TDOE (2013) said Tier II intervention time frames in Tennessee high schools
depended on the school’s schedule, specifically traditional scheduling versus
block scheduling. Minimum instructional times for Tier II was 30 minutes daily
per subject of need: math or reading (TDOE, 2013). TDOE (2013) reported
students in Tier III interventions needed instruction daily but understood that was
not always possible. TDOE declared high school Tier III students needed 45-55
minutes daily (depending on block or traditional scheduling) unless a daily
intervention was not possible. In that case, high school Tier III students needed
225-275 minutes of RTI instruction in a traditional schedule setting or 225-300
minutes in a block schedule setting weekly (TDOE, 2013).
According to Jenkins et al. (2013), the surveyed participants who
represented elementary schools from across the country reported more restricted
ranges (e.g., Tier II lasting 20-30 minutes per day and Tier III lasting 30-50
minutes per day). Within minutes per day spent on RTI reading instruction,
Jenkins et al. (2013) explained the frequency of progress monitoring for Tier II
versus Tier III intervention, in which Tier II progress monitoring ranged from
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weekly to every six weeks. Ninety-eight percent of schools reported Tier II
progress monitoring was conducted monthly compared to the 78% of schools that
reported weekly Tier III progress monitoring (Jenkins et al., 2013).
Jenkins et al. (2013) examined who provided the Tier II and III reading
interventions at the surveyed schools and determined there were differences in the
school personnel who taught the different levels of intervention. Jenkins et al.
(2013) found reading educators and paraprofessionals were more likely to deliver
Tier II reading intervention rather than SPED teachers or general education
teachers. In Tier III reading intervention, SPED teachers were more often
delivering the intervention rather than reading educators or paraprofessionals
(Jenkins et al., 2013). Schools hardly reported general education teachers
responsible for delivering Tier III reading intervention (Jenkins et al., 2013). This
was a stark contrast to Tennessee’s guidelines for its RTI framework, which
explicitly stated any certified educator was capable of implementing and
delivering RTI instruction, despite the area of specialty (TDOE, 2013, 2016a,
2016b).
As a final comparison, Jenkins et al. (2013) used the binomial test and
McNemar’s Chi-square test and found the participating schools were “more likely
to assign paraprofessionals and general education educators to Tier [II] than to
Tier [III]” (p. 41) and assigned more “special educators to Tier [III] than to Tier
[II] and reading educators to Tier [II] than to Tier [III]” (p. 41). Jenkins et al.
(2013) declared the following:
Future research should address [the] RTI process: how teachers
differentiate[d] instruction in Tier I, the training required to deliver
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intervention, whether evaluation of responsiveness follow[ed] systematic
guidelines or relie[d] on general impressions, how often and by whom
interventions [were] evaluated, the nature and number of interventions
attempted before students move[d] to another tier, and the extent to which
students move between tiers. (p. 45)
Fuchs, Fuchs, and Stecker (2010) echoed Jenkins et al.’s recommendations for
further research by suggesting research focused on whether general education
classes counted as substitutions for special education classes.
In Mellard et al.’s (2010) study, researchers described 10 concepts
attributed to increases in RTI intervention intensity and reported operational data
related to these concepts from 41 elementary schools as each school enacted the
tier concepts. Mellard et al. (2010) worked with the six U.S. Department of
Education Regional Resource Centers to solicit participation from schools that
used RTI. Out of the 60 potential participating schools, Mellard et al. (2010)
identified 41 schools from 16 states that utilized RTI instruction then asked the
participating schools to complete surveys and provide documentation that detailed
the RTI practices. While the majority of their study discussed the intervention
instruction on the tertiary levels, researchers declared, “No research exists
indicating whether any one-tier structure is better than another” (Mellard et al.,
2010, p. 218). Researchers speculated the responding schools did not view their
school schedules as changeable; therefore, RTI instruction delivery varied among
the schools, which resulted in few opportunities for students to respond to the
interventions (Mellard et al., 2010). The researchers discussed ways to make
intervention times work more seamlessly within the school day and noted
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secondary schools on a block schedule had the better schedule to offer RTI
instructional opportunities for students.
In contrast to other research, Fuchs and Fuchs (2017) analyzed the
Institute of Education Sciences (IES) 2010 evaluation of RTI. During the study,
Fuchs and Fuchs (2017) suggested more straightforward frameworks were needed
for educators to implement RTI more often and with fidelity. After reviewing the
IES study and critiquing every aspect of its results, Fuchs and Fuchs (2017)
declared RTI should be evaluated rigorously and fairly since the intervention
instruction was widely used. Should the IES study be wrongly interpreted, the
readers could have assumed RTI instruction did not work; such an interpretation
could cause the “hard work of practitioners, researchers, and policymakers to
make [RTI] effective stop” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2017, p. 266).
Upon further review of the IES study, Fuchs and Fuchs (2017) explained
schools nationwide struggled to implement RTI in a three-tiered system. RTI
should have “reflect[ed] a balance between what [was] effective and what [was]
doable,” and the balancing act should have “occur[ed] at the local level” (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2017, p. 266). The researchers suggested schools could consider
implementing RTI as a two-tier system rather than a three-tiered system (Fuchs &
Fuchs, 2017). Offering an alternative to the three-tier system did not dismiss the
research focused on the three-tiered instruction but pointed out nothing was
“sacrosanct about a three-tier framework” (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2017, p. 266).
Hendricks and Fuchs (2020) completed a study focused on the validity of
RTI for SLD identification within 28 public elementary schools in Nashville,
Tennessee. RTI “[was] only effective and efficient when ‘response’ [was]
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meaningfully defined” (Hendricks & Fuchs, 2020, p. 429). Interventionists
attempted to normalize at-risk students’ academic performance because the
normalization was believed to show meaningful change and RTI success
(Hendricks & Fuchs, 2020). Researchers identified RTI as a means to objectively
identify SLDs because RTI was based on educator observations of student
academic performance on meaningful academic tasks (Duffy, 2007; Hendricks &
Fuchs, 2020; TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018). Hendricks and Fuchs (2020)
declared without “an evidence-based consensus about which methods and
measures should be used in concert to define response, RTI seems as arbitrary an
approach to SLD identification as IQ-achievement discrepancy” (p. 441).
Response to Intervention in Tennessee Schools
According to the TDOE (2013), Tennessee schools implemented RTI2 in
2013, starting with grades K-5. The State Board of Education adopted the
provision which allowed school districts to use the discrepancy method to
determine potential SLDs in students at all grade levels until RTI2 and other
research-based methods became mandatory July 1, 2016 (TDOE, 2013, p. 12).
Under former Tennessee Governor Bill Haslam, the state’s public education
system was challenged with the task of preparing all students for postsecondary
success in the workforce or in higher education (TDOE, 2013). TDOE (2013)
believed it was “the responsibility of every person working in K-12 education to
ensure all students in Tennessee reach this goal” (p. 6). As a result, the TDOE
(2013) created the Response to Instruction and Intervention Framework as a
guide to “teaching and learning [that] beg[an] with high-quality, differentiated
instruction” (p. 5), which intervened when students “first start[ed] to struggle to
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avoid prolonged academic difficulties” (p. 5). The TDOE (2013) defined early
intervention as curriculum designed to provide instruction to meet the needs of
students and target skill deficits. TDOE (2013) meant for early intervention to
provide intervention as soon as possible with the intent to prevent future academic
performance deficits. TDOE (2013) planned for early intervention to assist in
achieving the goal of students having the ability to maintain grade-level
performance.
In the TDOE’s (2016a) report on statewide RTI practices, Tennessee
determined before the 2014-2015 school year, less than half the state’s elementary
school students were proficient in English, and a little more than half were
proficient in math. TDOE (2016a) explained educators who completed the state’s
annual educator survey specified their schools implemented RTI2 in some
capacity using universal student proficiency screeners, a dedicated intervention
daily timeframe, created data teams, provided necessary educator training, and
established a progress monitoring system. Figure 4 showed the process for RTI2
implementation in Tennessee schools.
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Figure 4
RTI2 Decision-Making Process in Tennessee

Note. This figure showed the process of successful implementation of RTI2 in
Tennessee schools. This figure’s likeness was based on and adapted from the
RTI2 framework figure in the TDOE’s (2016a) report.
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According to the TDOE (2016a) report, students moved throughout the
intervention tiers based on their current level of academic need. During Tiers II
and III instruction, educators addressed the skills deficit with the end goal of
students performing at or exceeding the grade level. Schools across the state
offered comprehensive training to educators so educators would understand RTI2
expectations (TDOE, 2016a). The state also noted educators possessed the ability
to subsequently provide meaningful support and instruction to students after
receiving the comprehensive training (TDOE, 2016a).
By the fall of 2016, grades 9-12 were included in the RTI instruction
initiative, and all school districts in the state were required to have RTI instruction
in each school. Uniquely, the RTI was not only meant to identify at-risk students
but also served to identify students with specific SLDs. While the state provided a
manual with ways to implement RTI successfully, little literature focused solely
on RTI instruction, educator support and professional development, and
administrative support and professional development at the high school level.
According to the TDOE (2016a) report, representatives from the state delivered
RTI2 training to high school educators statewide and worked to revise the
implementation materials to incorporate high schools. In addition, the state
worked to change the guidelines and materials for RTI2 to show best practices
and “ensure schools across the state remain[ed] focused on the critical nature of
solid Tier I instruction” (TDOE, 2016a, p. 13).
In the TDOE’s (2016b) updated implementation guide, the state published
approved high school math and English interventions as elective course credits for
graduation requirements. With that approval, the education department explained
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the majority of the secondary intervention classes “should be direct intervention
provided by a certified educator; however, computer-based or technology-assisted
interventions can be used a portion of the time” (TDOE 2016b, p. 197). The
TDOE (2016b) also noted, “Previous guidance stated Tier III intervention courses
needed to be taught by a 9-12 grade certified educator; however, it is now
permissible for these courses to be taught by any certified educator” (p. 197).
In the TDOE’s (2016b) manual, educational leaders created a one-page
summary of what Tennessee’s RTI2 Framework is (see Figure 5).
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Figure 5
Summary of Response to Intervention and Instruction Framework

TDOE Key
Messages for
RTI2 Framework

•State standards set high expectations for student
acheivement. The RTI2 framework supported all
children in meeting these expectations.
•The RTI2 framework is a multitiered support
system (MTSS) model that adressed individual
student needs.
•It relied on the premise of highquality instruction
and interventions tailored to student need where
core instruction and intervention decisions were
guided by student outcome data.

TDOE RTI2
Framework
Components

•All students received highquality, on grade level
curriculum adn instriction inthe general
education classroom (Tier I).
•A universal screener was administered to all
students to determine students ability to
perform necessary skills to achieve gradelevel
standards.
•Grades K8: nationally normed skillsbased
screeners assessed the following key skill areas:
basic reading skills, reading fluency, reading
comprehension, math calculation, math
problem solving, and written expression.
•Grades 912: early warning system (EWS) used
to identify atrisk students using data including
academics, attendance, discipline referrals, etc.
•Universal screening results: students can be
identified as needing targeted intervention (Tier
II or Tier III) in addition to the high quality
instruction received in Tier I.

TDOE RTI2 is:

•A set of processes for coordinating high quality
service delivery in schools
•Making instructional decisions based on data
•Providing relevant data for specific learning
disability idenitifcation

Note. This figure included information from the TDOE (2016b) RTI2
implementation manual to show the TDOE quick-reference summary of RTI in
Tennessee schools.
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The TDOE (2016b) declared the framework contained “positive outcomes for all
students in Tennessee” (p. 12). Educational leaders further explained the RTI2
framework integrated “Tennessee State Standards, assessments, early
intervention, and accountability for at-risk students in the belief that all students
can learn” (TDOE, 2016b, p. 12).
Berkeley et al. (2020) further explained Tennessee’s RTI2 was an
academic model that was refined twice to move from the traditional three-tier
model to include teaching and later to include behavior. Berkeley et al. (2020)
stated the TDOE “specified RTI was not a special education initiative” (p. 336).
TDOE (2013) provided a graphic that detailed the ideal distribution of tiers in
Tennessee’s RTI2 system. According to the TDOE (2013):
When Tier I instruction [was] functioning well, it should meet the needs of
80-85% of the student population. Only 10-15% of the student population
should need Tier II interventions, and only 3-5% should need Tier III
interventions. (p. 16)
The TDOE (2013) said the state’s RTI2 model provided students with the
opportunity to grow in response to appropriate intervention; however, students
may be eligible for SPED services if growth was not evident by Tier III
intervention instruction. On the other hand, the state’s RTI2 manual also stated,
“the RTI2 model provide[d] instructional opportunities for all students and [was]
not exclusively a path to special education eligibility” (TDOE, 2013, p. 5). The
TDOE (2013) stated RTI2 was a joint effort led by general education; however, it
must have had a collaborative culture with each school district’s district wide
RTI2 leadership team and the school-level support team. In addition, each district
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must have school-level RTI2 teams that met regularly to review and ensure the
fidelity of the RTI instruction and student placement based on intervention data
(TDOE, 2013).
Under the RTI2 implementation requirement, Tennessee school districts
designed a universal screening process to identify student strengths and areas of
deficits, which school administrators and educators used for decision-making and
determining student placement in the intervention (TDOE, 2013). The manual
stated schools collected multiple data sources in grades 9-12 and compiled an
early warning system (EWS) (TDOE, 2013). The TDOE (2013) defined EWS as a
tool schools used to manage data that indicated risk factors for high school
students and included data from several components:
•

Universal screeners;

•

Achievement tests (grades K-8 and high school);

•

High school End-of-Course exams;

•

Student records;

•

Tennessee Value-Added Assessment System; and

•

American College Testing or Scholastic Aptitude Test or other nation
assessment (TDOE, 2013).

Each district determined how the universal screener was administered and
who administered it (TDOE, 2013). When making this decision, districts
considered if the educator of record, the interventionist, guidance counselor, or
other faculty member administered the universal screener, the standards-based
assessment, or the survey-level assessment (TDOE, 2013). The TDOE (2013)
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defined an interventionist as a trained educator who delivered RTI instruction
with fidelity, and the department recognized an interventionist as a general
education educator, a SPED teacher, a trained educator’s assistant, or an
intervention specialist. In addition, the state explained the “personnel responsible
for screening students should be appropriately trained in how to administer the
tools before any of them are given” (TDOE, 2013, p. 22).
As per the definition in the TDOE’s (2013) RTI2 manual:
Tier I instruction, also known as core instruction, provided rich learning
opportunities for all students that are aligned to the Tennessee Academic
Standards and are responsive to student strengths and needs through
differentiation . . . Strategic and intensive Tier II and III interventions
occur in addition to Tier I instruction. Tier I provides a scaffolded model
of grade-level rigor aligned to the standards; whereas, Tier II and Tier III
interventions target and narrow learning gaps, making Tier I instruction
increasingly accessible to all learners. (p. 32)
Additionally, the state’s (2013) manual declared effective intervention was
administered by highly trained personnel, administered with fidelity, confirmed
with measurement, and monitored to ensure students met specific desired
outcomes and resulted in positive academic growth (TDOE, 2013). The education
department defined highly trained personnel as “people who [were] adequately
trained to deliver the selected intervention as intended with fidelity to design.
When possible, Tier II interventions [were] taught by qualified, certified
educators” (TDOE, 2013, p. 75).
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The TDOE (2013) suggested recommended minimum instructional times
for RTI2 (e.g., Tier II instruction for grades 9-12 on a block schedule should be 30
minutes for reading and 30 minutes for math daily). While the TDOE (2013)
manual stated intervention groups should be small, the education department
suggested ratios of highly trained personnel to students in Tier II instruction:
grades K-5, 1:5, grades 6-8, 1:6, and grades 9-12, 1:12.
The TDOE (2013) stated under the Tier III Configuration, grades 9-12
students should receive Tier III intervention for 45-60 minutes daily. Still, TDOE
recognized instances when that was not a viable option. Students receiving
Tier III intervention in Tennessee schools needed a minimum of 225 minutes of
intervention each week in grades 9-12. The recommended intervention group ratio
of highly trained personnel to students in Tier III remained the same as the
recommended Tier II ratio: 1:12 in grades 9-12 (TDOE, 2013).
The TDOE (2016b) provided a comprehensive list that showed what full
RTI2 implementation ideally looked like for local school districts:
•

The master schedule protects at least 30 minutes daily for Tier II or 45
minutes for Tier III (or Tier III is a full class period and scheduled as a
class).

•

A universal screener or Early Warning System is being used to
identify students needing support; at-risk students are screened to
identify specific skill deficits.

•

All teachers, staff, students, and parents know the what and why of
RTI2.
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•

Research-based interventions are provided in Tier II and Tier III.

•

Data teams are meeting to review student progress every 4.5 weeks,
and students are moving in and out of tiers as appropriate.

•

Interventions are regularly monitored for fidelity.

•

Enrichment activities are aligned to academic and postsecondary
readiness goals.

•

Interventionists, teachers, and staff receive continuing professional
development on best practices for their specific roles within [the
district’s] RTI2 program. (p. 278)

In the updated guide, the TDOE (2016b) also included sample agendas and
supporting documents to implement RTI2 within all Tennessee public schools.
Walker-Dalhouse et al. (2009) examined RTI instruction in Tennessee
schools compared to schools in Wisconsin, focusing on assessment of student
performance, differentiated instructions, and high-quality professional
development. The researchers stated the IDEA (2004) legislation did not specify
required assessments. As a result, school districts used different screening tools to
measure students’ reading abilities and specific needs for academic success.
Walker-Dalhouse et al. (2009) explained Tennessee schools used several
assessments that measured other literacy areas, aside from the typical fluency and
phonics abilities. Educators in Tennessee schools used assessments with reading
inventories that measured a student’s oral reading fluency, silent reading fluency,
word identification, vocabulary acquisition, and comprehension. The TDOE
(2013, 2016b, 2018) explained benchmark and progress monitoring assessments,
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especially when conducting student movement among the tiers, focused on the
concepts of student literacy abilities and skills.
Professional Learning and Response to Intervention Instruction
Under the 2014 implementation guidelines for RTI, researchers found the
guidelines were vague and left a gap open for interpretation (Al Otaiba et al.,
2019; Bineham et al., 2014; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2017; Hendricks & Fuchs, 2020;
Isbell & Szabo, 2014). Bineham et al. (2014) conducted a nationwide survey of
627 participants and found participants were initially confused about the purpose
of RTI and who was solely responsible for implementing the program. In the
study, researchers randomly selected participants who matched prescribed
criteria: general or special educator in administrative, instructional, or support
positions at the district or campus levels (Bineham et al., 2014). Participants
reported the general education teacher was responsible for implementing RTI
instruction, with some claiming the SPED teacher or the principal or assistant
principal was responsible (Bineham et al., 2014).
While national and state-level RTI manuals were readily available to all
educators, researchers found the manuals did not provide adequate information
regarding educators’ responsibilities or necessary professional development for
successful RTI implementation (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012; Epler, 2019; Fisher &
Frey, 2013; Isbell & Szabo, 2014; King et al., 2012; Pyle et al., 2011).
Researchers determined national and state-level education departments published
the RTI manuals and detailed how RTI worked along with expected program
outcomes, but it was not enough to definitively answer all educators’ concerns
(Bean & Lillenstein, 2012; Epler, 2019; Fisher & Frey, 2013; Isbell & Szabo,
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2014; King et al., 2012; Pyle et al., 2011). For example, Isbell and Szabo (2014)
found “[educators] to be unsure about their roles in RTI” (p. 20) at a northeast
Texas high school. The researchers used the Concerns-Based Adoption Model
and exit interviews to explore educators’ perceptions of RTI instruction in
secondary classrooms four years after the program's start (Isbell & Szabo, 2014).
Upon review of the results, Isbell and Szabo (2014) found a “lack of consistent
RTI meetings and training became an obstacle” (p. 20) as educators who
participated in the study “expressed concerns about their roles, collaboration,
documentation, time, and communication with the RTI specialist and
administrators” (Isbell & Szabo, 2014, p. 20). Other researchers echoed Isbell and
Szabo, as educators’ roles within a school needed to change for RTI instruction to
be successful (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012; Epler, 2019; Finkelstein et al., 2021;
Fisher & Frey, 2013). King et al. (2012) suggested administrators examined their
school’s mission statement and linked it to the RTI model goals. The researchers
also suggested administrators provide educators with the necessary training to
foster a commitment to the pursuit of common goals (King et al., 2012).
One component of successful RTI instruction was educators needed to be
willing to change how they taught and interacted with colleagues (Bean &
Lillenstein, 2012; Epler, 2019; Fisher & Frey, 2013; Isbell & Szabo, 2014). The
TDOE (2013) defined PL:
Continuous targeted research-based instruction for school professionals
and staff to improve learning outcomes for students and meet goals of the
adult learner, class, school, and district. The purpose of PL [was] to
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provide educators with current research concerning best practices for
teaching and learning. (p. 112)
Change was necessary when addressing ways to implement RTI in a district
(Arden et al., 2017; Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). Bean and Lillenstein (2012)
suggested, “RTI require[d] a different sort of climate in the school and a change
in how [educators] [taught], learn[ed], and interact[ed] with others” (p. 492). The
researchers concluded strong leadership was essential because strong
administrative leadership allowed shared leadership and collaboration amongst
educators (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012), yet other researchers argued simply
teaching educators about RTI was not enough (Arden et al., 2017). Educators
needed intentional professional development, job-embedded coaching, and
practice opportunities, which Arden et al. (2017) claimed were essential in
making RTI instruction successful.
Since Congress reauthorized IDEA in 2004, RTI frameworks offered
changes to the way schools functioned because “schools [used] RTI as a vehicle
for school improvement” (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012, p. 492). Bean and Lillenstein
(2012) found seven essential skills important in the success of RTI: in-depth
knowledge of literacy development and instruction, a crucial role of data for
instructional decision making, differentiation of instruction, collaboration,
commitment to lifelong learning, leadership skills, and a facility with technology.
Nevertheless, school administrators needed to rethink and make organizational
changes within the school for schools to establish an environment that embraced a
successful RTI instructional program (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). Duffy (2007),
Epler (2019), and Fisher and Frey (2013) also said administrators needed to make
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changes within the schools but were challenged due to a lack of research and
information focused on RTI effectiveness on secondary student learning
outcomes.
When examining the need for change in secondary schools, educator
support was necessary (Arden et al., 2017; Bean & Lillenstein, 2012; Fuchs,
Fuchs, & Compton, 2010; King et al., 2012; Pyle et al., 2011). Bean and
Lillenstein (2012) suggested changing the roles of school-wide personnel to
implement RTI, as these researchers found evidence of effective professional
development within their participating schools. The professional development
offered to those educators focused on student learning and emphasized
understanding the content of literacy, ongoing collaboration, active learning, and
coaching support (Bean & Lillenstein, 2012). In Arden et al.’s (2017) study,
researchers used their own experiences supporting educators and the RTI
instruction process to suggest four suggestions to support educators further. The
researchers declared the following:
That by (a) assessing readiness and capacity, (b) providing content and
coaching as part of professional development, (c) using evaluation data,
and (d) including students with disabilities, educators can make strides to
implement RTI more effectively and help to meet the needs of all students.
(Arden et al., 2017, p. 269)
Students needed educators who could identify the students who needed
help, what help to provide, and how to access available resources within the
school and local district (Al Otaiba et al., 2019). Al Otaiba et al. (2019) stated
teachers were responsible for using RTI student data to drive their instruction,
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which supported the understanding it was the educators’ responsibility to have
knowledge of the RTI instruction within their school and classroom. In contrast,
Patterson (2016) determined administrators and classroom teachers were
responsible for using data to make decisions regarding students’ RTI instruction.
Al Otaiba et al. (2019) argued existing research touched on the notion educators
needed more support and more professional development, especially regarding the
conception of how to make data-based decisions for intervention placement and
gaining knowledge of evidence-based practices used in intervention instruction.
Patterson (2016) quantitatively analyzed administrator and teacher perceptions of
RTI2 and its effectiveness within Rutherford County, Tennessee middle schools.
In addition to Al Otaiba et al.’s (2019) study, Patterson (2016) found districts
presented building-level administrators with RTI instruction best practices and
made them responsible for offering professional development or coaching to
classroom educators. Al Otaiba et al.’s (2019) study focused on elementary
educators’ RTI knowledge, practice, and reading outcomes. The researchers
explained, “The success of RTI [was] largely dependent on elementary
[educators’] knowledge about RTI implementation because these [educators]
[were] the first line of defense against reading difficulties” (Al Otaiba et al., 2019,
p. 35). Educators had broad knowledge about RTI instruction, which prompted
Al Otaiba et al. (2019) to note the implication to their research was the “need for
further professional development” (p. 46) due to their finding being
“problematic…for students who have or [were] at risk reading disabilities”
(p. 46).
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Similar to Al Otaiba et al.’s (2019) argument for needed professional
development, TDOE (2013) defined PL needed for each of Tennessee’s RTI2
instructional tiers. For Tier I instruction, PL addressed “Tier I instruction,
universal screening process, ongoing assessment, and data-based decision
making” (TDOE, 2013, p. 67) and was readily available for “novice teachers,
experienced teachers, and interventionists” (TDOE, 2013, p. 67). The education
department also declared high-quality PL at every RTI2 level was “content-based,
job-embedded, student-focused, differentiated to address teacher need, and
includes an expectation for implementation and follow-up” (TDOE, 2013, p. 67).
PL covered Tier II instruction content, progress monitoring, and fidelity
monitoring (TDOE, 2013, p. 78).
The TDOE (2013) said all school personnel involved in Tier II or Tier III
should receive PL. While the Tier II and III instruction had to be implemented
with fidelity as intended by the publisher of the curriculum, a responsible
instructional leader ensured the instruction was being implemented with integrity
using fidelity monitoring (TDOE, 2013). The education department explicitly
stated the following:
Interventions must be implemented with integrity. If the intervention [was]
not implemented with the integrity of at least 80-percent or greater, the
interventionists should be supported with training until integrity reach[ed]
80-percent. (TDOE, 2013, p. 79)
I found little research focused solely on RTI professional development at
the high school level. Patterson (2016) conducted a quantitative study of 17
administrators and 123 classroom educators from Rutherford County, Tennessee,
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middle schools. Patterson (2016) echoed the sentiment that current research
lacked a focus on secondary schools and RTI implementation and suggested
further research was needed to “determine the effectiveness of Tennessee’s RTI2
implementation” (p. 83) at the secondary level. Secondary educators needed
specific guidance to aid in effective RTI instruction (Patterson, 2016). Patterson
(2016) found further research was needed to determine the effectiveness of RTI
based on the available professional development.
Educators agreed they possessed knowledge about Tier I instruction;
however, they did not know to make data-based intervention decisions (Al Otaiba
et al., 2019). In contrast, to Al Otaiba et al. (2019), McKinney and Snead (2017)
focused their study on 87 elementary educators from eight schools in Middle
Tennessee. McKinney and Snead (2017) identified educators’ concerns regarding
Tennessee’s RTI2 implementation that differed depending on “faculty position,
educator effect data, and educator effectiveness rank” (p. 9). McKinney and
Snead (2017) found effective educators ranked low in the stages of concern, and
38% of the surveyed educators indicated unconcerned as the highest level of
concern. Highly effective educators were distributed in varying levels of concern,
ranging from unconcerned about RTI2 implementation to being aware of the
instruction. These educators, according to McKinney and Snead (2017), ranged
from being unsure of their roles to beginning to understand the benefits of the
instruction to working toward changes to achieve better outcomes.
Mellard et al. (2010) remarked RTI-focused professional developments
were crucial for high fidelity implementation that yielded better achievement and
educator understanding. Researchers suggested RTI instruction involved all staff
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and provided an “alternative framework to the idiosyncratic piecemeal approaches
that have historically characterized students’ educational experiences” (Mellard
et al., 2010, p. 223). According to Mellard et al. (2010), not every staff or faculty
member was an expert in reading, math, or behavioral interventions; yet, other
educators outside reading and math played a role in RTI instruction. TDOE (2013,
2016a, 2016b) echoed Mellard because the TDOE said any certified educator was
capable of implementing RTI instruction. Mellard et al. (2010) gave an example
of specialty educators (e.g., arts or physical education educators), not experienced
in providing intense interventions commonly associated with tier levels, could
have assisted with delivering universal screening, progress monitoring, data-based
management, and differentiated instruction, which the TDOE (2013, 2016a,
2016b) also reiterated for its schools state-wide.
In addition to Mellard et al.’s (2010) statements and the guidelines from
the TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b), Mahoney (2020) said educators were able to
identify evidence-based practices (EBPs) unique to student needs and collaborate
with the MTSS team to implement the EBPs. Mahoney (2020) additionally
explained secondary educators were not only expected to teach multiple class
periods in a day but shifted “the responsibility of meeting the academic and
behavioral needs of individual students within each [class] period” (p. 4). He
claimed secondary classrooms required strategies and support to implement EBPs.
With the implementation of MTSSs and EBPs, Mahoney (2020) explained both
secondary general education and SPED teachers needed training:
(a) the identification of EBPs matched to individual student needs, (b) the
implementation of EBPs with fidelity in general education classroom
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settings, and (c) training in the practice of educators coaching to bridge the
gap between EBP identification and implementation. (p. 9)
Adequately trained secondary educators who identified and implemented
EBPs in MTSS within secondary school settings promoted improved student
achievement (Mahoney, 2020). According to the TDOE (2016b), classroom
educators represented their specific subject area and served as consultants and
facilitators who implemented, with fidelity, the “established procedures for
delivering high-quality instruction and intervention and [made] appropriate
suggestions for the successful RTI2 implementation in the school” (p. 27). The
TDOE (2016b) also declared classroom educators were responsible for
identification:
professional development opportunities for instructional consistency and
protocols for facilitating the administration and analysis of appropriate
assessments. They participate[d] in ongoing professional development to
assess, plan, facilitate, and follow-up professional practice in the delivery
of high-quality instruction and intervention for the success of all students.
(p. 27)
As RTI evolved and the need for educator support was evident, Bean and
Lillenstein (2012) explained educators needed to function as a team to change the
school's climate; the administrators set the tone by providing opportunities within
the school schedule and by promoting collaboration amongst the classroom
educators. Arden et al. (2017) declared administrators should support educators
through assessment of readiness and capacity for RTI instruction. Arden et al.
(2017) further stated administrators should recognize and address crucial
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components of RTI readiness and use the assessment data to create informed RTI
instructional support decisions. Educators and administrators needed to focus on
crucial aspects of readiness, including acceptability, strength, quality, validity,
adaptability, knowledge, beliefs, and self-efficacy (Arden et al., 2017). Arden
et al. (2017) further argued data from readiness assessments should be
triangulated to better understand factors that supported or impeded RTI
instruction. This data should drive educator professional development, so specific
areas of need are addressed to support RTI instruction and opportunities for
educator support (Arden et al., 2017).
King et al. (2012) focused on administrators who ensured their schools
were equipped with up-to-date research literature to support educators
implementing RTI at the secondary level and made their expectations clear to
classroom educators. King et al. (2012) suggested administrators encouraged and
supported their classroom educators to try new approaches, use data to evaluate
their intervention and instruction attempts, and refine their procedures until the
students demonstrated success.
Arden et al. (2017) said it was necessary to combine coaching with
developing content knowledge. Arden et al. (2017) stated, “It is not uncommon
for educators to receive a single training on a policy or practice and then be
expected to implement on their own” (p. 273). Typically, one-day training was
offered and exposed educators to a potential RTI product, system, or process;
however, this training did not instill the knowledge or behaviors needed to
successfully implement a complex entity such as RTI (Arden et al., 2017). The
researchers said it is necessary to prioritize coaching and plan for repetition.
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Arden et al. (2017) explained districts waited until data were available from the
readiness assessments and examined how that data applied to their curriculum
practice. Districts did this before they actually “begin to learn . . . about
components of the framework, develop plans, put their plans into action, and
work toward refining and improving their practices” (p. 273). While it was
essential to gather the data and create an instructional plan, Arden et al. (2017)
explained districts eventually struggled with using the collected data to plan for
implementation at the individual student level. Researchers found RTI concepts
(e.g., the different assessments and how to evaluate student progress to
differentiate instruction further) required repetition and opportunities for practice.
Educators understood basic RTI concepts, like “Tier [III] or intensive intervention
should be something more than what students receive at Tier [II]” (Arden et al.,
2017, p. 274), but educators were uncertain pf how to apply the intervention and
what the instruction should look like.
According to the TDOE (2018) update guide, the department of
education’s research team found Tennessee educators felt RTI instruction cut into
planning time and classroom space. TDOE (2018) offered guidelines to school
districts and stated intervention instruction should not take away from core
instruction. The research team concluded districts in Tennessee showed success
with RTI instruction when staff ensured consistent communication and
collaboration, yet according to the report, funding issues hindered districts from
employing dedicated RTI staff (TDOE, 2018). Tennessee educators reported a
considerable lack of high-quality training to successfully implement RTI in
Tennessee schools (TDOE, 2018). The state defended the complaint, citing there
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was not enough data available, which spoke to the complexity of RTI. TDOE
(2018) recognized the struggles of RTI instruction at the high school level
primarily due to scheduling struggles and educator collaboration. State
researchers concluded the education department “must better differentiate
guidance and support at the high school level” (TDOE, 2018, p. 18).
Summary of the Review of Literature
When I focused my literature review on RTI instruction in high schools,
research and information lacked in these areas. The studies available mentioned
the need for collaboration among all educators for RTI instruction to be successful
and to show student academic achievement. For educators to collaborate, school
climates needed meaningful professional development opportunities with
administrative support. Educators needed a better understanding of best practices
and data to support the benefits of RTI instruction in high schools.
In Tennessee, the department of education said any certified Tennessee
educator was capable of teaching RTI instruction. Nevertheless, the department of
education did not provide clear guidelines as to how to implement the instruction,
especially for high school level students. As a result, Tennessee educators were
left to decipher the RTI guideline manuals on the TDOE website, find their own
meaningful professional development opportunities, and work with administrators
on scheduling conflicts for RTI instruction in high schools. There was a lack of
research that showed support available to educators, especially at the high school
level. In the TDOE’s (2018) follow-up report on RTI implementation, the state
acknowledged high school RTI implementation was a considerable struggle.
Further research was needed to examine the benefits and barriers that East
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Tennessee public high schools faced when implementing RTI. Further research
was also needed to examine the available professional development opportunities
afforded to educators to better prepare them for RTI instruction and for the best
RTI instructional frameworks that yielded higher student achievement for
proficiency.
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Chapter III: Methodology
In Chapter II, I reviewed the literature, which revealed a gap in research
on RTI instruction in high schools. Bineham et al. (2014) and Isbell and Szabo
(2014) found most general education teachers were unsure of their RTI
instructional roles, while the TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018) declared all
educators had a role in RTI implementation and were expected to deliver
instruction with fidelity according to their school and district guidelines. The
purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified educators’
perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. In Chapter III, I
defined specific research methods, which involved the research design; the role of
the researcher, including background information and potential bias; and the
participants in this study. I described the data collection, procedures for managing
and recording data, and data analysis procedures. Finally, I explained the
strategies I used to establish credibility, dependability, and limitations.
Research Design
Merriam and Tisdell (2016) declared qualitative researchers were
“interested in understanding the meaning people have constructed; that is, how
people make sense of their world and the experiences they have in the world”
(p. 15). Roberts and Hyatt (2019) noted qualitative researchers “look at the
essential character or nature of something” (p. 143) because the research involved
“real-world issues and settings” (p. 143). Creswell and Creswell (2018) added
researchers who engaged in qualitative research “[supported] a way of looking at
research that [honored] an inductive style, [focused] on individual meaning, and
the importance of reporting the complexity of a situation” (p. 4).
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I used a qualitative interpretive methodology to conduct my study of the
perceptions of certified educators implementing RTI instruction in East
Tennessee public high schools. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) explained a
qualitative interpretive study was conducted when a researcher was captivated by
people’s perceptions of their experiences and the meaning people attribute to their
experiences.
As part of the qualitative interpretive study design, I used questionnaires
to collect information from educators who had knowledge of or were directly
involved with RTI in Tennessee. Creswell and Creswell (2018) used interviews
as an acceptable qualitative data collection and noted interviews conducted via
email or telephone were useful when the participants were not able to be
interviewed face-to-face. Merriam and Tisdell (2016) categorized questionnaires
as interviews, and Creswell and Creswell (2018) considered questionnaires as
highly structured due to the researcher having “complete control over the line of
questioning” (p. 188). Researchers also categorized questionnaires as
asynchronous interviews because the questionnaires were completed at varying
times and were text-based, written interviews (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I used
questionnaires as my data collection method because, according to Merriam and
Tisdell (2016), the internet allowed me to reach a larger group of potential
participants and did not geographically constrain potential participants. I used the
data collected through questionnaires to draw attention to themes of the
perceptions of certified educators implementing RTI instruction in East
Tennessee public high schools.
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Role of the Researcher
My role as the researcher of this study included being the only individual
collecting the questionnaire data (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016); however, Creswell
and Creswell (2018) noted concerns in the qualitative research approach (e.g.,
researcher bias, researcher background, researcher personal values,
socioeconomic status). I had first-hand experience as an educator in a Tennessee
public high school in 2016, as well as having served one year as a special
education (SPED) teacher’s assistant in 2015. I also had first-hand experience
implementing RTI instruction both as an educator and an educator’s assistant
when RTI was first implemented in secondary grades, beginning in August 2016.
My experiences enabled me to interpret the questionnaire responses I received
from certified educators, administrators, and guidance counselors at East
Tennessee public high schools implementing RTI. I did not collect data from the
Tennessee public high school where I was employed to also avoid bias because, at
the time of this study, I was the only certified educator tasked with teaching RTI
in that high school.
I triangulated the data I collected by receiving questionnaires that reflected
the perceptions of participants from other East Tennessee public high schools. I
utilized the internet-based program SurveyMonkey for the questionnaire data
collection. I used this program for my questionnaire data collection because it
allowed me to reach participants from varying locations. I conducted a pilot study
to confirm my questionnaire provided participants with questions that deliberately
aided in answering my two research questions: What are certified educators’
perceptions about the benefits, if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction
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(RTI2) in East Tennessee public high schools? and What are certified educators’
perceptions about the barriers, if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction
(RTI2) in East Tennessee public high schools?
Participants in the Study
In qualitative research, Creswell and Creswell (2018) noted researchers
should purposefully select participants who helped them best understand the
problem and answer their research questions. I used the method of snowball
sampling, for which I controlled the initially selected participants. Merriam and
Tisdell (2016) declared snowball sampling as “the most common form of
purposeful sampling” (p. 97), in which the researcher selected a few key
participants who met the criteria established for participation in the study. The
criteria for participation in this study was being an educator (i.e., certified high
school teacher, high school guidance counselor, building-level high school
administrator, or district-level administrator), in a public school district, in
Tennessee, with a familiarity of RTI.
Data Collection
Creswell and Creswell (2018) explained the idea behind qualitative
research focused on the purposeful selection of participants, which provided data
to the researcher and helped the researcher understand the statement of the
problem and research questions. Creswell and Creswell also explained a set
number of participants for data collection was hard to narrow, but the researcher
should collect data until saturation was reached. Questionnaires served as
qualitative interviews because the questionnaires were sent via email or another
web-based platform (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
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Questionnaires allowed me to conduct my research in an effective manner
because I was able to reach a larger participant sample.
To gain appropriate data to answer my research questions, I included both
closed- and open-ended questions regarding educators’ perceptions of benefits
and barriers to implementing RTI2 in Tennessee, public high school settings. I
designed the questionnaire to directly answer my research questions, which
contained questions regarding opinion and value, experience, knowledge, senses,
and demographics (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I piloted the questionnaire in one
school, which included three administrators, two guidance counselors, and two
teachers. These piloted questionnaire participants were not part of my study, but
through the pilot, I adjusted my questioning and calculated an estimated time
frame it would take participants to complete the questionnaire (Creswell &
Creswell, 2018). I also adjusted the wording of one question, which added clarity.
I then finalized the questionnaire (see Appendix A) in preparation to send it to
educators via snowball sampling.
As the initial participants completed the questionnaire sent via email, the
final question asked each participant for a referral of three other participants who
met the established criteria. The snowball sampling method allowed my
participant group to grow larger each time the questionnaire was completed. I sent
the questionnaire via email to educators in varying school districts in Tennessee.
The initial questionnaire responses gave me participant data from differing
demographics because each pilot participant worked in different high schools in
different school districts.
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Before data collection, I was granted approval from the IRB committee at
Lincoln Memorial University. After the IRB approval, I emailed the initial
educators the request to participate (see Appendix B). This included a statement
of implied consent, which allowed me to ensure all participants knew their rights
and responsibilities, as well as mine as the researcher, prior to beginning the
study. The letter also included the direct link to the SurveyMonkey questionnaire.
I requested participants respond within two weeks of receiving my email. The
participants were asked to include three references based on my criteria. Once I
received the responses, I continued to send participant requests to each additional
reference I received. I collected data to the point of saturation, which researchers
defined as the point in which my data stopped revealing new information
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
Methods of Analysis
My objective of data analysis was to answer my two research questions, as
explained by Merriam and Tisdell (2016). As I received participant responses to
the questionnaire, I printed them, categorized them by question, then looked for
similarities in responses to perceived benefits or barriers of RTI2. I also made
notes on the responses for educator positions and years of experience with RTI to
determine if there was also a difference in perceptions. I then read through each
participant's response and produced a generalization of what the participants said.
I read the participant responses thoroughly, which helped me recognize themes
and common ideas amongst the participants, as Creswell and Creswell (2018)
explained; this procedure helped accelerate my coding process. According to
researchers, the coding process helped generate the common themes within the
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data, and it gave me the opportunity to organize and label the participant
responses accordingly (Creswell & Creswell, 2018).
The coding process began with the raw data: participant responses to the
questionnaire. As I read through each response several times, along with my
annotations, I began the open coding process. I identified any parts of the raw data
that I deemed useful to my research (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I then grouped
the responses according to redundant and common themes and formed the axial
codes (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). I used the axial coding, combined those that
related to each other and determined the selective coding, in which my core
themes were developed (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016).
After I analyzed the questionnaire data and was confident my research
questions were adequately answered, I concluded the data analysis. I kept the
questionnaire data in my personal locked filing cabinet in my home office. This
information was only accessible by me for three years following the completion
of my study. After three years, I destroyed all questionnaire data via shredding the
hard copies and clearing the memory of flash drive.
Trustworthiness
To ensure trustworthiness in qualitative studies, the researcher must
conduct the research in an ethical manner (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Researchers
agreed triangulation was the best strategy to support trustworthiness in qualitative
research (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Researchers
suggested other strategies in addition to triangulation (e.g., member checks, rich
description, and reflexivity) (Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell,
2016).
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According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), the researcher posed the biggest
threat to trustworthiness, validity, and bias. To maintain the trustworthiness of my
data collection, analysis, and reporting, I included participants with varying job
titles, with varying years of experience with RTI instruction, and from different
school districts with varying demographics. I sent questionnaires to participants
from a variety of public high schools across the Tennessee region. I analyzed the
data to develop themes that occurred across multiple responses (i.e., questionnaire
data collected from different people with different perspectives) (Merriam &
Tisdell, 2016).
Creswell and Creswell (2018) noted triangulation of different data sources
and the establishment of themes based on the perspectives from participants
added to the validity of the study. To mitigate further threats to validity and
trustworthiness, I used a pilot questionnaire to identify potential weaknesses and
made adjustments to the questionnaire for clarity in the participant responses
(Creswell & Creswell, 2018). All participants received the same questionnaire,
sent via email with a direct link to the SurveyMonkey questionnaire. Because the
participants were from varying areas of East Tennessee, I triangulated the data
with their job titles and years of experience with RTI instruction then used this to
analyze the data. As I analyzed the data, I established common themes during the
coding process, which further mitigated the threat to validity and trustworthiness.
Limitations and Delimitations
Roberts and Hyatt (2019) defined limitations as features that affected the
results of a study or the researcher’s ability to generalize the research findings
(p. 154). Limitations included population, sample size, regional differences,
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response rates, and other constraints associated with the methodology (Creswell
& Creswell, 2018; Merriam & Tisdell, 2016; Roberts & Hyatt, 2019). A limitation
to my study was the global COVID-19 pandemic, which was still active at the
time of my data collection. Because of the COVID-19 pandemic, school districts
limited outside visitors to the schools for in-person interviews. I chose to use the
online survey platform SurveyMonkey to mitigate my inability to conduct
face-to-face interviews.
As a researcher, I was in control of the delimitations of my study. Robert
and Hyatt (2019) defined delimitations as features that indicated how I narrowed
down the scope of my study. According to researchers, typical delimitations
include “time of the study, location of the study, sample of the study, selected
aspects of the problem, and selected criteria of the study” (Robert & Hyatt, 2019,
p. 110). Geographical location was a delimitation to my study. My research
questions focused on the perceptions of educators in East Tennessee.
To collect data to the point of saturation, I needed a larger sample size,
which also mitigated threats to trustworthiness and validity. A delimitation of my
study was the use of questionnaires as the sole instrument of data collection. I
used questionnaires to reach a larger sample size of educators. Using
questionnaires as my means of data collection was a delimitation because some
participants may not have felt comfortable to answer the questions honestly or in
detail if the data were collected via face-to-face interviews. I mitigated this
limitation by sending an introduction letter, which explained all responses were
kept confidential and no person in the school district would know which educators
participated in the questionnaire. Participants were not able to ask clarifying
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questions if any part of the questionnaire was confusing. The questionnaire,
however, allowed me to reach a larger participant pool, which mitigated threats to
trustworthiness and bias.
Assumptions of the Study
According to Robert and Hyatt (2019), the assumptions of my study were
what I took for granted relative to my study. One assumption I made when I
conducted my study was all educators who responded to my questionnaire
answered all the questions openly and honestly. I also assumed all educators who
participated in my study had personal knowledge about RTI instruction in public
high schools. Since I have worked as a certified high school educator and taught
RTI classes during my tenure, I assumed most educators in public high schools
fully understood the responsibilities and process of implementing RTI in grades
9-12 because the state of Tennessee declared any educator capable of delivering
RTI instruction (TDOE, 2013, 2016A, 2016B). I also assumed educators in public
high schools received previous professional development and training, which
added to their expertise. An additional assumption I made during my study
focused on the technological capabilities of public high school educators. I
assumed educators had the capabilities to access their email accounts outside of
school hours, checked emails daily, and had the ability to follow the provided link
to the SurveyMonkey questionnaire without direction or assistance.
Summary of Methodology
In this study, I used a qualitative interpretive design to answer my guiding
research questions: What are certified educators’ perceptions about the benefits,
if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East Tennessee
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public high schools? and What are certified educators’ perceptions about the
barriers, if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East
Tennessee public high schools? I created a questionnaire via the online platform
SurveyMonkey and focused the questions on the study’s problem, my research
questions, and my interwoven conceptual framework that included examined
intervention instructional practices, inclusion classrooms, and the whole child
perspective. The data I collected directly associated with the purpose of this study.
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. After I
conducted a pilot questionnaire, I sent the questionnaire via email to educators in
Tennessee who had prior knowledge of RTI in public high schools. I used
snowball sampling to recruit the remaining participants for my study. All
participants completed the questionnaire via SurveyMonkey, which included
multiple-choice questions and open- and closed-ended questions that focused on
my two research questions. When I conducted the data analysis, I developed open
codes, axial codes, and themes that answered the research questions. The
qualitative interpretive study aimed to examine educators’ perceptions regarding
RTI instruction in East Tennessee public high schools. Details about the data
analysis were described in Chapter IV.
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Chapter IV: Analyses and Results
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. At the time
of this study, limited researchers focused solely on RTI instruction in high
schools, specifically in Tennessee high schools (Bineham et al., 2014; Burns
et al., n.d.; Duffy, 2007; Ehren, n.d.; Epler, 2019; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton,
2010; Patterson, 2016; Thomas et al., 2020). My goal was to fill the gap in
research surrounding RTI2 at the high school level in Tennessee. To add to the
research base, I collected data via an online questionnaire that consisted of
open-ended and closed-ended questions. I originally sent the questionnaire to 10
selected participants; then I relied on participants to provide referrals for other
potential participants via snowball sampling. The questionnaire link along with an
implied consent letter was sent to all participants (n = 38) for this study. Out of
the 38 potential participants, 14 completed the questionnaire, but one response
was discarded. Thirteen responses provided data for this study.
Data Analysis
For this qualitative interpretive study, I designed the research questions
and the questionnaire questions to examine certified educators’ perceptions of
RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. Participants answered seven
questionnaire questions. I used snowball sampling and asked participants to
provide three references of colleagues as potential participants based on my
established criteria: certified educator (defined as high school teacher, special
education teacher, guidance counselor, building-level administrator, or
district-level administrator), employed by a public school district in East
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Tennessee, and had knowledge or experience with RTI2. Of the 38 potential
participants, 14 completed the questionnaire via SurveyMonkey. I discarded one
response because the participant had limited knowledge of RTI2 at the high school
level past grade 9, and that participant provided more details related to RTI2 in
middle school grades. For the data analysis of this study, I used 13 questionnaire
responses. Of the 13 participants, 69.23% had five or more years of RTI2
experience (see Figure 6).
Figure 6
Participant Years of RTI2 Experience

There were equal numbers of participants who were high school building-level
administrators or district-level administrators. Three participants were certified
high school classroom educators, while one participant was a certified high school
special education teacher, and one participant was a certified high school
guidance counselor (see Figure 7).
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Figure 7
Participant Positions within School Districts

I first began reading each participant’s detailed answers for questionnaire
questions four, five, and six to gain general knowledge of their experiences with
RTI2, any benefits of RTI2, and any barriers of RTI2. Before I began coding, I
printed each response, cut them into sections, and grouped them according to
question number. Since participants were asked to provide their job titles and
years of experience with RTI2, I identified each response to each question with the
corresponding participant’s response number, job title, and years of experience
(see Figure 8).
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Figure 8
Participant Job Descriptions and Years of RTI2 Experience
Participants
Participant 1
Participant 2
Participant 3
Participant 4
Participant 5
Participant 6
Participant 7
Participant 8
Participant 9
Participant 10
Participant 11
Participant 12
Participant 13

Job Title
District-Level Administrator
High School Building-Level Administrator
Certified High School Classroom Educator
High School Building-Level Administrator
High School Building-Level Administrator
District-Level Administrator
District-Level Administrator
High School Building-Level Administrator
Certified High School Classroom Educator
Certified High School Classroom Educator
Certified High School Special Education
Teacher
Certified High School Guidance Counselor
District-Level Administrator

Years of RTI2
Experience
5 or more years
5 or more years
3 to 5 years
Less than 3 years
5 or more years
5 or more years
5 or more years
3 to 5 years
5 or more years
5 or more years
5 or more years
Less than 3 years
5 or more years

This method helped me code any discrepancies among the participants, which
could result in added benefits or barriers. As I read through the responses grouped
according to question number, I identified open codes for perceived benefits of
RTI2 at the high school level.
Research Questions
The research questions for this study focused on certified educators’
perceptions of RTI2 at the high school level in East Tennessee. Participants who
answered these research questions were certified educators in the state of
Tennessee, employed by a public school district in East Tennessee, and had
experience with RTI2.
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Research Question 1
What are certified educators’ perceptions about the benefits, if any, of
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East Tennessee public high
schools?
Participants provided information directly pertaining to Research Question 1,
while also responding to other supporting questions in the questionnaire. I
analyzed the data provided in the questionnaire by making a list of open codes by
grouping similar and redundant codes. I narrowed the data to 13 specific open
codes, 6 axial codes, and 3 selective codes related to Research Question 1 (see
Figure 9).
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Figure 9
Data Coding for Certified Educators’ Perceptions about the Benefits of RTI2 in
East Tennessee Public High Schools
Open Codes
Changed lives
Improved in behavior
Changed personality
Improved confidence
Closed academic gaps
Embraced learning
Experienced academic
success
Missed opportunity for IEP
noticed
Identified for SPED
services
Individualized instruction
Additional support
More parent/teacher
contact
Identified struggling
students

Axial Codes
Positive changes/
Self-esteem booster
Academic
achievements
Grade-level
learning

Individual support
Identification

Selective Codes
Educators perceived the
benefits of RTI instruction
were increased positive
mindsets in students.
Educators perceived the
benefits of RTI instruction
were increased academic
achievements.

Educators perceived the
benefit of RTI were
increased individual
supports.

Educators perceived the benefits of RTI2 were increased academic
achievements. Of the 13 participants, six responded to questionnaire question
five with statements focused on academic improvements. Participant 1 said, “One
of the benefits has been identifying students who are struggling and being
proactive in gap closure.” Respondent 1 also declared students placed in classes
where they experienced academic success had improved behavior. Participant 3
stated the only benefit they noticed was failing students were “tracked by the
[School Level Support] team and [had] more frequent contact with teachers and

78

parents;” however, Participant 3 also declared, “The actual intervention has not
been feasible nor beneficial.”
Participant 13 explained RTI2 was a benefit because it aided in identifying
students who may need special education services. Participant 13 stated, “I can
think of a few of my students who really struggle with academics, but for some
reason or another, they do not have an [Individualized Education Plan], so the
RTI courses have helped them to be successful in English or math.” Participant 7
stated students were able to close academic achievement gaps through
intervention instruction.
Educators perceived the benefits of RTI2 were increased individual
supports. Four of the 13 participants responded to questionnaire question five
with statements focused on individualized, high-quality instruction. Participant 8
said, “Focused and individualized instruction [met] the needs of the student.”
Participant 7 said they noticed students benefitted from “high-quality instruction
in alignment with their skill deficit area [or areas].” Participant 10 said the only
benefit they perceived was RTI2 helped “identify students that may qualify for
[special education] services.” Participant 6 explained, as a former math teacher,
“Math intervention class provid[ed] time for RTI and for additional time for
supporting students to be successful in Algebra I.”
Educators perceived the benefits of RTI2 were increased positive mindsets in
students. Of the 13 participants, two participants specifically declared RTI2
instruction boosted students’ confidence in their responses to questionnaire
question five. Participant 12 said, “I have seen student lives change.” Participant
12 continued with the following:
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I [have] seen many students moved from a self-identity as a failure to
[ones who embrace] learning. It usually takes between 4-6 weeks before I
see students “buy-in” and take ownership. In every group of 10 kids, I see
3-4 change personality and another one or two improve in confidence.
Some of them remain stubborn. Almost all improve in reading.
Participant 1 echoed the notion RTI2 improved behavior, saying student behavior
changed once the students experienced academic achievements. Several
participants responded with noticed increased self-esteem within the students who
receive RTI instruction, which echoed the conceptual framework of educating the
whole child in an inclusion classroom perspective.
Research Question 2
What are certified educators’ perceptions about the barriers, if any, of
Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East Tennessee public high
schools?
Participants provided information directly pertaining to Research Question 2
while also responding to other supporting questions in the questionnaire. I made
another list of open codes following the same data analysis method for Research
Question 1 and narrowed the data to 23 open codes, 10 axial codes, and four
selective codes related to Research Question 2 (see Figure 10).
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Figure 10
Data Coding for Certified Educators’ Perceptions about the Barriers of RTI2 in
East Tennessee Public High Schools
Open Codes
Axial Codes
Selective Codes
None at high school level (in
Educators declared
reference to benefits)
No benefits in High
there were no benefits
Not feasible
Schools
to RTI instruction in
Not beneficial
high schools.
RTI almost absent in school
Teachers not knowing how to
provide with fidelity
Lack of guidance from
Central Office
Lack of guidance
Gray areas between tiers and
SPED referrals
Lack of professional
Educators perceived
Rules are different each year
development
barriers of RTI were
Changes are not relayed to
related to a lack of
teachers
Lack of support
guidance, support,
No professional development
and resources for
for teachers
Lack of communication educators from state
Never heard from RTI
and local education
committee
Poor planning
departments.
No diagnostics to identify
specific math gaps
Lack of resources
Ineffective implementation
Funding
Limited resources
Students do not want to be in
Educators perceived
RTI
barriers of RTI were
Peer pressure
Student refusal
related to student
Extra work that is not graded
refusal to participate
Will not apply themselves
in the program.
Can take years to qualify for
SPED
Educators perceived a
Schedule
Conflicts/
barrier of RTI as
Graduation requirements
Long processes
curriculum and
Most who need RTI already
schedule conflicts.
need credit recovery
Educators declared there were no benefits to RTI instruction in high
schools. Of the 13 participants, five participants responded to questionnaire
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question five with the declaration of no known benefits of RTI instruction at the
high school level. Participants 2 and 9, both building-level administrators, and
Participant 11 simply stated “none” in response to questionnaire question five,
What benefits, if any, have you seen since high school RTI was implemented?
Participant 4 said, “By 7th grade, most students do not want to be in RTI. They
see it as extra work that is not graded.” Participant 3 declared the only benefit was
students were tracked and there was more communication between teachers and
parents; yet Participant 3 stated RTI “has not been feasible nor beneficial.”
Educators perceived barriers of RTI were related to a lack of
guidance, support, and resources for educators from state and local
education departments. Four of the 13 participants responded to questionnaire
question six with perceived barriers of RTI instruction at the high school level
were the results of lack a support and resources. Participant 1 explained funding
was a barrier that limited RTI implementation and maintenance within the school
district. They continued, “RTI has been implemented with an elementary model
that [did] not take credit needs in account for high school students.” Participant 1
explained limited resources resulted from limited funding, which resulted in
students who received inadequate RTI instruction that did not meet their academic
needs.
Participant 13 said the lack of instruction or clear guidance from the
district level was a barrier to RTI instruction at the high school level.
Participant 13 explained the decision process was left to the guidance counselors,
which forced guidance counselors at their school to study students’ test scores and
“make the call for which students qualif[ied] for RTI.” Participant 13 said, “Last
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year, there was also an issue coming from Central Office because they decided
students who did not have an IEP could not be in those RTI classes. Yet, that rule
is different again this year.” Participant 11 declared educators were faced with
ineffective implementation and no professional development for those who were
expected to provide RTI instruction. Participant 14 echoed Participant 11’s
statements, “Teachers [do not know] how to provide the intervention with fidelity
or [want] to.”
When participants responded to questionnaire question four, which asked
about their experiences with RTI instruction, three of the 13 participants described
additional barriers to the instruction. Participant 11 declared RTI instruction was
“almost absent in my school. There [was] an RTI committee, but I have never
heard from them.” Participant 13 said the handling of RTI instruction changed
every year since they began working at their current school. Participant 12
responded to questionnaire question four with numerous benefits; however, they
said, “The rules and state laws around compliance change, as do district decisions,
and many times these decisions are not relayed to the teachers.”
Educators perceived barriers of RTI were related to student refusal to
participate in the program. Participant 12 said, “The biggest barriers [were]
parental support and peer pressure. Some [students] [were] so committed to their
image around their peers and to their denial that they have a reading problem that
they just will not apply themselves.” In addition to peer pressure and refusal to
participate in RTI instruction, educators noted students did not progress in the
instruction due to truancy and behavioral distractions. Participant 12 noted
truancy, behavioral concerns, and several other factors surrounding the whole
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child should be considered before referring a student for RTI instruction. This
echoed the statements made by all 13 participants, which explained RTI
placement decisions were determined based on a set of criteria including test
scores, attendance records, and behavioral records.
Educators perceived a barrier of RTI as curriculum and schedule
conflicts. More than half of the 13 participants noted barriers to RTI instruction at
the high school level such as curriculum and schedule conflicts. Nine of the 13
participants answered questionnaire questions four and six with statements
regarding scheduling issues and graduation requirements. Participant 2 said,
“There [was] no room in a student’s schedule for RTI. Most students [who]
need[ed] RTI already need[ed] credit recovery.” Five other participants stated the
same concern: scheduling and graduation requirements were a barrier to RTI
instruction at the high school level. Participant 9 explained, “Once students [were]
in high school, our focus [was] ensuring students [earned] credits so they
[graduated] high school. Often times, students [were] not able to take RTI courses
because their schedule [was] full of graduation requirements.”
In addition to scheduling conflicts involving graduation requirements,
participants said the curriculum surrounding RTI was a barrier. RTI was intended
to identify students for possible specified learning disorders (SLDs), and a
possible special education referral (ESSA, 2016; IDEA, 2004; NCLB, 2002;
TDOE, 2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018). Participant 10 said RTI testing:
[Took] a long time to accrue data points. With my school only testing
students two days a week, it can take years to qualify a student for SPED.
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During those years, the students has fallen way behind academically
because they were placed in the wrong classes.
Participant 10 also noted intervention time was 35 minutes per day twice a week,
and most of that time was spent testing students to accrue data points for potential
SPED referrals. Participant 1 also stated, “There seem[ed] to be some gray area
between Tier III and when to refer for special education assessment. This
result[ed] in some students arriving at the high school level with needs not being
met.”
When participants detailed their experiences with RTI instruction in
response to questionnaire question four, Describe your experience with RTI
instruction, which may include reading or math intervention (for example, how
does RTI work in your school? What do you use for instruction? etc.), six
participants noted the RTI timeframes at their schools. Participants 4, 6, and 12
said RTI intervention classes were 45 minutes long; however, Participant 6
explained RTI and corresponding general English or math classes were year-long
classes together. Participant 13’s comment was similar to Participant 6’s response
in that “students who [met] the criteria [was] in an RTI class for one semester
then a corresponding English or math, with supports, for the following semester.”
On the contrary, Participant 10, as previously stated, said RTI instruction lasted
35 minutes a day twice a week. Participants 3 and 14 noted the RTI teams, also
referred to as School Level Support teams met once a month or every 4.5 weeks.
Summary of Analysis and Results
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. Using an
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online questionnaire, I collected educators’ perceptions of the benefits and
barriers of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. Through data analysis, I
discovered themes related to Research Question 1, What are certified educators’
perceptions about the benefits, if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction
(RTI2) in East Tennessee public high schools? which included positive mindsets,
increased academic success, and increased individual supports. I found themes
related to Research Question 2, What are certified educators’ perceptions about
the barriers, if any, of Response to Intervention and Instruction (RTI2) in East
Tennessee public high schools? included lack of guidance, lack of support, lack of
resources, student refusal, curriculum conflicts, and scheduling issues.
Participants of this study did not have the same experiences with RTI2 in East
Tennessee public high schools. In their responses, participants perceived more
barriers than benefits of RTI2 in East Tennessee high schools. Based on the data
analysis, implications and recommendations for further research were presented in
Chapter V.
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Chapter V: Discussion of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. At the time
of this study, limited researchers focused solely on RTI instruction in high
schools, specifically in Tennessee high schools (Bineham et al., 2014; Burns
et al., n.d.; Duffy, 2007; Ehren, n.d.; Epler, 2019; Fuchs, Fuchs, & Compton,
2010; Patterson, 2016; Thomas et al., 2020). I developed two research questions
to focus my qualitative interpretive study on certified educators’ perceptions of
benefits and barriers to RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. I took several
frameworks from previous researchers referenced in my literature review and
wove the concepts together to make a conceptual framework meaningful to this
study. Through my conceptual framework, I examined Tennessee’s intervention
instructional practices, inclusion classrooms, and the whole child perspective. I
collected data via snowball sampling and an online questionnaire, and I was able
to generalize selective codes that informed this chapter, Discussion of the Study.
All Kinds of Minds (2008) declared there was no “set standard for how
RTI can be implemented” (p. 3), and instruction varied from different RTI
programs across the country. The state of Tennessee created its own framework
called Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI2). TDOE’s website posted
the state’s definition of RTI2 under its About RTI2 section:
In Tennessee . . . Response to Instruction and Intervention (RTI²) [was]
Tennessee’s academic three-tiered framework for teaching and learning
that beg[an] with high-quality, differentiated instruction throughout the
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day and emphasize[d] intervening with students when they first start[ed] to
struggle to avoid prolonged academic difficulties. (TDOE, n.d., para. 1)
In Tennessee, the Department of Education said any certified Tennessee educator
was capable of teaching RTI instruction. Yet, the Department of Education did
not provide clear guidelines about how to implement the instruction, especially
for high school level students. Educators have different experiences with RTI2,
and these experiences vary on many fronts. One important variable is educators
used different instructional programs used for RTI2 in schools, which is in line
with classroom teachers not having clear guidelines about how to implement the
instruction.
Though educators’ experiences differ, there is more consistency in the
criteria for student placement in RTI classes. School administrators use factors
such as test scores, benchmark scores, grade point averages, and behavior as
criteria to consider when determining student placement in RTI classes. Despite
using the same criteria to place students in RTI classes, school districts and the
TDOE do not use a uniform curriculum for RTI2.
Consequently, educators perceive more barriers of RTI2 at the high school
level, which could provide school districts with justification to minimize RTI
instruction in high schools. With the perceived barriers of RTI2 at the high school
level, school districts should provide more frequent and higher quality
professional development. Most professional development available to educators
is a one-day training that exposes the educators to a specific RTI product
purchased by the school district (Arden et al., 2017). Meaningful professional
development is crucial for high school RTI to work with fidelity and improve
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student academic performance (Fisher & Frey, 2013). On the contrary, educators’
perceived barriers of RTI2 in high schools could give school districts an incentive
to provide educators with more support and guidance, as well as more meaningful
professional development opportunities.
Implications for Practice
In each TDOE (2013, 2016a, 2016b, 2018) RTI manual and
implementation guide, the education department fails to explain how to
successfully incorporate RTI instruction into the high school setting. The
department also fails to explain which certified educators are responsible for
delivering the instruction. Instead, the TDOE (2013, 2016a) declares any certified
educator can deliver RTI instruction. For example, under the TDOE (2013,
2016a) guidelines, a school can have a music teacher or physical education
teacher provide RTI instruction at Tier II or Tier III. Under these guidelines,
educators who are not specifically certified in reading or math are capable of
being utilized to provide RTI instruction to academically struggling students.
As a result of the state’s vague guidelines, Tennessee educators are left to
decipher the RTI guideline manuals on the TDOE website, find their own
meaningful professional development opportunities, and work with administrators
on scheduling conflicts for RTI2 in high schools. There is a lack of research that
shows support available to educators, especially at the high school level. The
concepts and practices for RTI instruction are vague and lack a definitive program
that yields positive results in student academic performance. Since high school
educators are not trained to work with RTI2, the TDOE and school districts must
bring in meaningful training to help educators implement RTI2 with fidelity.
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As reported, the TDOE does not mandate one research-based curriculum
for RTI2 in high schools. Rather, school districts use various programs that fall
under the TDOE guidelines. Educators lack guidance from school districts and the
TDOE due to vague guidelines and limited meaningful professional development.
Educators receive professional development geared toward how to use the school
district’s chosen RTI2 curriculum. These professional developments are often led
by a representative from the curriculum company and is offered one to two times
per school year.
To overcome the limited meaningful professional development,
experienced educators who are well-versed in RTI2 and the school district’s
curriculum could lead professional development and collaboration sessions
district wide. School districts should have RTI2 School Level Support (SLS)
Teams come together to share experience benefits of RTI within each school and
work to problem solve common barriers around RTI within each school. The RTI2
SLS Teams who have successfully implemented RTI into the school’s daily
schedule can share their experience and how they made RTI work within their
schedules.
Because the TDOE RTI2 manuals fail to specify what curriculum
programs should be used for instructional purposes in each RTI Tier, the decision
has been left to each school district. Participants of this study listed various
curriculums used in their respective schools, and one common program used for
placement decisions, benchmark testing, and progress monitoring was AIMSWeb.
This platform contains math and reading tasks that go as high as a grade 8 reading
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level. This program is used in conjunction with other district approved
curriculums.
Some educators find a way to integrate successful RTI2 even with
scheduling and curriculum conflicts. In RTI2 reading classes, educators who use
curriculum programs such as LanguageLive! can supplement the instruction with
free, online platforms such as CommonLit.org and ReadWorks.org; however,
educators are left on their own to find ways to make the curriculum work for their
RTI students. Certain features of the LanguageLive! curriculum can be supported
through the reading comprehension questions on the CommonLit.org and
ReadWorks.org platforms. Educators can use data from AIMSWeb and
LanguageLive! benchmark tests and weekly progress monitoring to tailor the
reading passages on the supplemental websites for their students’ Lexile reading
levels and personal interests.
Recommendations for Further Research
Educators’ experiences with RTI2 within high schools vary with different
curriculum programs. This fact, along with educators’ having individual needs in
their classroom, adds to the conclusion that no participant has the same
experience with RTI2. With numerous curriculum programs in schools, school
districts do not use a common curriculum for RTI2. Future researchers should
investigate educators’ perceptions of the instructional materials used for RTI2 in
Tennessee high schools. While many school districts use a hybrid RTI curriculum
for instructional purposes, Fisher and Frey’s (2013) study examined RTI
implemented in a high school setting using “office hours” and tutoring
opportunities during the school day.
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Fisher and Frey (2013) focused on a schoolwide approach to RTI
implementation and quality core instruction. During the two years Fisher and Frey
(2013) conducted their case study, the participating high school moved from an
individual focus to a “systematic focus on core instruction” (p. 103) with
“supplemental and intensive interventions” (p. 103). Fisher and Frey (2013) noted
the instructional framework of the participating high school worked with Tier I
efforts, which included purpose and modeling, guided instruction, productive
group work, and independent learning tasks.
For Tier II instruction, Fisher and Frey (2013) found the school utilized an
after-school tutoring program, which yielded few positive results. Instead, the
school changed this program, at the request of the teachers, to office hours offered
during an extended lunch period twice a week (Fisher & Frey, 2013). Fisher and
Frey noted students who had incomplete grades were required to attend office
hours with an educator in that content area, but they did not have to see the
educator they had for classroom instruction. Fisher and Frey (2013) said some
students claimed to understand the content better when they received the same
instruction from a different teacher, as it was presented in a different manner than
made sense to them.
During the two-year case study, Fisher and Frey (2013) saw Tier III RTI
instruction change within the participating high school. Tier III instruction went
from intensive instruction for a small group of identified students to every
certified educator in the building, including the principal and assistant principal,
providing Tier III RTI instruction to at least one student. Fisher and Frey (2013)
explained the decision behind this type of Tier III instruction was “borne out of a
92

series of staff meetings about redistributing workloads to reduce redundancy and
maximize human and fiscal resources” (p. 109). Fisher and Frey (2013) found
delivering Tier III instruction in this manner allowed students to be better served
“without placing the burden on the English and mathematics departments alone”
(p. 109). The results of the RTI implementation in Fisher and Frey’s (2013) study
correlated with student achievement accelerating, and the students “outperformed
the state-identified similar schools by 11%” (p. 109). Fisher and Frey (2013) also
found student achievement “increased overall by 4% on state achievement
measures” (p. 109).
Future researchers should expand this research by exploring professional
development offered by school districts to prepare and support educators in
providing RTI2 at the high school level. In addition to the types of professional
development offered, future researchers should investigate the duration and
frequency of the professional development offered to support educators. In Fisher
and Frey’s (2013) study, researchers declared “professional development was
critical to ensure that RTI efforts [at the participating high school] were
successful” (p. 111). Fisher and Frey (2013) explained the participating high
school “devoted 80% of [its] participating development time to Tier I, quality
core instruction” (p. 111). Fisher and Frey (2013) added educators who attended
the professional developments joined in discussions on quality instruction and
how to implement effective RTI practices and received monthly coaching on their
actual implementation of RTI. Fisher and Frey said their data suggested
“professional development should be based on the aspects of the RTI framework
that are underdeveloped and ready to be implemented” (p. 111).
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Though there are few professional development opportunities, educators
are not trained to successfully use RTI2 in high school classrooms. Future
researchers should explore the training educators have received pertaining to RTI2
in high schools. The TDOE (2013, 2016a) said any certified educator in the state
of Tennessee can deliver RTI2 to students. The data of this study showed
educators are not trained to deliver the instruction and received inconsistent
professional development trainings regarding the school districts’ chosen
curriculums. Under the guidance of TDOE, schools have educators who are not
certified to teach English or math yet are tasked with delivering RTI2 to students
in Tier II or Tier III intervention classes. Future researchers should examine if
educators who deliver RTI2 received training outside of the annual professional
development that teaches educators how to use the chosen curriculum.
Conclusions of the Study
The purpose of this qualitative interpretive study was to examine certified
educators’ perceptions of RTI2 in East Tennessee public high schools. For this
study, I utilized an interwoven conceptual framework that included intervention
instructional practices, inclusion classrooms, and the whole child perspective. In
the TDOE’s (2018) follow-up report on RTI implementation, the state
acknowledged high school RTI implementation was a considerable struggle.
Positive student mindsets with increased academic success and increased
individual supports were benefits of RTI2 in high schools, as referenced in the
data collection and described by the 13 participants of this study.
Lack of guidance and support for educators, lack of resources, curriculum
conflicts, and scheduling issues are barriers of RTI2 in high schools, as referenced
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in the data collection and emphasized by all 13 participants. These research
findings suggest educators lack needed support and resources from the state and
local school districts to successfully provide RTI2 in high schools for
academically struggling students to experience academic success despite
scheduling conflicts. The research findings suggest increased meaningful
professional development is needed for all educators to better provide RTI2 at the
high school level. A lack of professional development and access to resources
presented a large barrier to successfully providing RTI2 at the high school level.
These findings echoed several pieces of literature included in the literature review
of this study. To overcome the lack of meaningful professional development,
educators who are well-versed in RTI2 should approach their building-level
administration or the school district to offer to lead professional development for
other RTI2 in the district. These educators could host other educators and
provided a space for them to collaborate on what approaches worked with RTI2 in
the high school setting and what improvements could be made.
This study should be used to incite more research toward identifying
further benefits and barriers of RTI2 in Tennessee high schools. The TDOE
(2013) uses a problem-solving approach to RTI2 and planned for students to
develop the knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to be a positive member of
society. The TDOE’s framework echoed Finkelstein’s (2021) idea of the inclusion
classroom settings with a focus on educating the whole child. I wove together the
ideas of the TDOE and Finkelstein to create a conceptual framework meaningful
to my study. Inclusion classrooms and educating the whole child should change
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how educators view levels of achievement because, in addition to academic gains,
educators should focus on the social and emotional gains of students.
Educators in conjunction with the TDOE should use this study to spur
professional development and collaboration about best practices for incorporating
RTI2 within high school schedules. Without these opportunities, educators’
perceptions of RTI2 at the high school level will continue to vary. Educators will
continue to refuse to implement RTI2 because they lack the proper training and
access to meaningful professional development. Educators do not have the
opportunity to collaborate with other educators and learn about the success stories
behind RTI2 and how it was implemented in other schools. This study’s findings
are an important step in learning how students are benefitting from RTI2 and what
barriers prevent students from attaining academic success.
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Appendix A
Certified Educator Questionnaire
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1. Do you have knowledge of RTI instruction at the high school level?
A. Yes
B. No
2. What is your position within your district? Choose one:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Certified High School Classroom Educator
Certified High School Special Education Teacher
Certified High School Guidance Counselor
High School Building-Level Administrator
District-Level Administrator

3. How many years of experience with RTI do you have? Choose one:
A. Less than 3 years
B. 3 to 5 years
C. 5 or more years
4. Describe your experience with RTI instruction, which may include reading or
math intervention (for example, how does RTI work in your school? What do you
use for instruction? etc.).
5. What benefits, if any, have you seen since high school RTI was implemented?
6. What barriers, if any, have you seen since high school RTI was implemented?
7. Please provide 3 references with emails for educators who meet the following
criteria: certified educator (defined as high school teacher, special education
teacher, guidance counselor, building-level administrator, or district-level
administrator), employed by a public school district in East Tennessee, and has
knowledge or experience with RTI.
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Appendix B
Participation and Implied Consent Letter
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Researcher: Katharine Messer
EdD Candidate at Lincoln Memorial University
Katharine.Messer@lmunet.edu
865-293-6561
Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Cherie Gaines
Professor and Chairperson at Lincoln Memorial University
Cherie.Gaines@lmunet.edu
Dear Educator,
Your participation is being requested for the research study entitled
Certified Educators’ Perceptions of Response To Intervention and Instruction in
East Tennessee Public High Schools. This study is in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Education at Lincoln Memorial
University, where I am currently enrolled. Your participation will be extremely
valuable to me due to your knowledge and expertise in this subject area; therefore,
I am kindly requesting your participation in my research study. Participation in
this study is voluntary. Please read the information below and contact me via
email or cell phone number listed above with any question you may have before
deciding to participate. If you consent to participate, please click the provided link
in this email to begin the questionnaire.
You are eligible to participate in this study if you are (a) certified and
licensed by the State of Tennessee, (b) work in a high school, (c) work as a
classroom educator, special education teacher, guidance counselor, building-level
administrator, or district-level administrator.
This study includes 7 questions to be completed via an online survey and
will require approximately 15 minutes of your time. You may refuse to answer
any question or discontinue your involvement at any time without penalty. If at
any time you discontinue the questionnaire, your results will be discarded. Your
responses will be kept strictly confidential, and data will be stored in secure
computer files and secure storage location in hard copy. Any report of this
research that is made available to the public will not include your name or any
other individual information by which you could be identified. Your decision to
participate will not affect your current or future relationship with Lincoln
Memorial University.
There are no known harms or discomforts associated with this study, as it
involves minimal risk and is an effort to highlight your current success as an
educator and the support you provide to individuals in your school. To prepare for
this study, I am asking that you consider your role as an educator and share those
experiences to the best of your knowledge.
If you are unable to contact the researcher listed at the top of this form or
faculty sponsor and have general questions, concerns, complaints, or inquiries
about your rights as a research subject, please contact the Chair of the LMU IRB,
Dr. Kay Paris at (423)869-6323 or by email at kay.paris@lmunet.edu.
This research has been approved by the Lincoln Memorial University’s
Institutional Review Board. If you have any questions about your rights as a
participant in this research, or if you feel you have been placed at risk, you may
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contact Dr. Kay Paris, Chair of the Human Subjects Committee, Institutional
Review Board at 423-869-6834. Additional contact information is available at
www.lmunet.edu/administration/office-of-research-grants-and-sponsoredprograms-orgso/institutional-review-board-irb
By moving forward and completing the questionnaire linked in the email,
you are agreeing that you work as a certified educator in an East Tennessee public
school district, you are over the age of 18, and you give your implied consent to
participate in this study.
Thank you for your consideration to participate in my study.
Katharine Messer
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